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Foreword
The findings volume summarizes the results of evaluation and testing
activities carried out in AISD during the 1981-82 school year. The
volume is divided into five parts:

Light Blue Tab: The first section, "1962 at a Glance," highlights
the year's important findings from the perspective of AISD as a whole.

White Tabs: These four sections deal with achievement test results:
for the District overall, in basic skills, for low SES and minority stu-
dLnts, and for minimum competency requirements.

Green Tabs: Results of evaluations carried out this year by ORE are
presented in these sections. They relate either to specific project
evaluations or to monitoring ongoing activities of the District. Each
section includes a brief final report, plus abstracts of any related
reports issued during the year.

Yellow Tab: "Other ORE Publications" includes abstracts of occasioual
papers and other reports which do not relate to the reports in the previous
sections.

Dark Blue Tab: The final section, "Research Projects," includes
abstracts of the reports on research carried on in AISD by external
research1.s during the year.

As the reports in this volume focus on the quantifiable aspects of the
District's academic programs, we again glimpse our fine arts program on
the title pages. Although we cannot display the talents of the fine
musicians, dramatists, or debaters here, the art and design talents of
our junior and senior high school students may give us a broader outlook
on the District as a whole. Although we can print only black and white
drawings, the training and creativity of our students are visible on the
title pages and occasional illustrations throughout the volume.

A variety of statistical terms are used in this volume to discuss test
results. The chart on the next page gives definitions and examples of
the use of some important testing terms.
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Testina Terms
. RAW SCORE (RS): The raw score is the number of items a student answered

correctly.

".!a,::co's pNJ score bkU3 31. She answered 31 questions right,"

2. PERCENTILE RANK (PR, %ile): The percentile rank indicates the percentage
of students in the national norm group that earned a raw score lower than
the student.

at the 3/th percentile. Tkis means that 37 pqrcent of the
.rf the same grade in the national. norm group scored lower thml

,ii whin they were tostod."

. MEAN: Cho mean is the arithmetic average of a .set of scores (the sum of
all qcores divided by-the number of scores).

"T;:, mcrn paw scope for thc eighth graders at -ur school.was 31. This

by adding up alZ of the students' scores and dividing by the
students. The moan is often calle,? the average."

4. MEDIAN: The median is the middle 'scorehalf the scores are lower, and
half are higher.

"The Aztk Total median SL!ope at grade seven in our School was the b6th
i7,e. This means that about half of our seventh graders scored

be!em ;4,7 50th percentile and about half scored above the 56th percen-
t'7e. 141 tho.national norm group, the median was tho 50th percentile.

can say that our students aro scoring slightly higher than the
nh 71'LZ,i0r0 in the national norm group."

,

GRADE EQUIVALENT (GE): A grade equivalent of-6.7 (sometimes written 67)
means that the student's raw score is the, same as the median raw score
that would be made by students tested in grade six during the seventh
month of the school year. The grade equivalent represents the grade
level (year and month of school) for which a raw score is the median.

"Pat's ;(01'C 7:0 a grade equivalent of 6.7. His score is average for
stucionts in the seventh month of the sixth grade."

. NATIONAL NORM GROUP: This is a representative group of students from
across the United States who were-tested to establish the percentiles
and.grade equivalents for each raw score. .

":7tudonts from across the United States were tested to see how they
scored on this test. The percentile and grade equivalent scores were
t:hon aot based on the performance of this norm group."

6
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Ordering ORE Reports
Additional copies of this 1981-82 Evaluation Findings Volume may be ordered
from:

Publications Secretary
Office of Research and Evaluation
Austin Independent School District
6100 Guadalupe, Box 79
Austin, Texas 78752

Phone (512) 458-1227

The charge is twenty dollars per copy. Checks should be made payable to
Austin Independent School District. Requests may also be sent to the above
address for copies of the complete reports referenced in the index which
follows and in this volume's abstracts. Charge for copies of such reports
will be based on current reproduction costs. All requests are subject to
the availability of reports. A current publication list with prices will
be sent upon request.

Many of the reports prepared by the Office.of Research and Evaluation are
also available through the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
system. The ERIC reference numbers are included on our publication list as
they are received.

Abstracts included in the Research Projects in Section XX are entirely the
work of the authors named, and not the Office of Research and Evaluation.
Copies of the complete reports referenced are not available from this office.
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1981-82 AT A GLANCE

Title: Discussion of 1981-82 Evaluation Findings

Contact Person: Freda Holley

Certain of the results contained in the final reports of this volume
emerge as significant, encouraging, and predictive. Others raise trouble-

some questions. This section is designed to highlight both types of
results and to discuss briefly issues they raise.

ACHIEVEMENT: UP

kihievement test scores at grades 1 Oirough 8 are up on the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills (ITBS) and at grades 3 and 5 on the Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills (TABS). High school achievement is ZittZe Changed and Zess note-

worthy.
-II Basic Skills Achievement

These results are encouraging in the sense that they are based upon our
best measure of the most important goal of education, student learning in

the basic skills.

Nevertheless, the evaluator's natural skepticism brings forth the question:
"Is too strong an emphasis upon testing forcing instruction to dwell upon
a narrow band of skills rather than the wide-ranging, rich educational con-

tent to which students need exposure
in preparation for tomorrow's world?"
This is a particular concern with the
TABS since an entire subject area may
be assessed through only ten objectives.

the other hand elementary achieve-
ment in language and work study skills
has shown the most improvement since
AISD expanded to include these areas
in annual testing with the ITBS. The

caution seems to be: Keep testing in
focus. Higher test scores are not our
educational goal, but higher achieve-
ment in all areas...even those not
being tested.

MINORITY STUDENTS: NOTABLE ACHIEVE-
MENT GAINS

This year and over the past few years,
minority students in AISD have made
greater achievement gains than AngZo
students....

I-1

GRADE ETHNICITY READING TOTAL
CHANGE

MATH TOTAL
CHANGE

Black ,2 +3

1 Hispanic +2 0

Other 0 C

Black +7 +4

2 Hispanic +2 +1

Other 0 +1

Black +3 +5

3 Hispanic +12 +13

other +2 +5

Black +7 +3

4 Hispanic 0 +1

Other -4 -1

Black +4 +4

5 Hispanic 0 +3

Other -2 -1

Black +1 +3

6 Hispanic +4 +3

Other 0 +1

31ack +3 0 r

7 Hispanic +4 +:

Other 0 0

Black +5 +6
8 Hispanic +4 +5

Other +2 0

CHANGES IN ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE SCORES FROM
1980-81 TO 1981-82 FOR BLACKS, HISPANICS & ALL
OTHER STUDENTS, FOR READING AND MATE TOTALS.I
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There are minority students in the highest percentile ranges at aZZ
jrade Zevels.... A higher proportion of minority students graduated
and a lower proportion left school in 1981-82 than in the past.

-IV Low SES and Minority Achievement

Also the percent of minority students taking the Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT).was higher in 1980-81 than the previous year and the highest ,

it has been since statistics on this became available in 1971-72. All
signs point toward improved educational attainments and higher aspira-
tions for the minority students in AISD. These results, all consistently
indicating favorable changes, can only be viewed as encouraging. However,
there remains a large achievement gap that demands continued high priority
status for the District's current 'goal to improve the achievement of
minority students.

DESEGREGATION: ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS

The results shOwed no consistent, meaningful, positive or negative im-
pact of desegregation on student achievement in any ethnic group.

-XIII Systemwide Desegregation

It is also to be seen as encouraging that AISD's desegregation plan has
had no negative impact on student achievement. Although it may be noted
that there does not appear to be any positive impact either, the overall
picture for the District as noted above is improved districtwide achieve-
ment for all groups.

RETENTION: POSSIBLE DRAWBACKS

Retainees generally gained Zess in math and reading on the ITBS than a
group of students with similar characteristics who were not retained.

- IX Retention and Promotion

High school students who are below grade for their age have a higher-
than average probability of 4ropping out of school. This is especially
true for Hispanics of both sexes, Black females, and Anglo/other females.
Their dropout rates are 30%, 22%, and 24% respectively.

- XIII Systemwide Desegregation

Is retention the best solution for students who function below their age
mates? Does retention lead eventually to a higher probability of dropping\
out at the secondary level? The findings quoted here indicate that re-
tention may be a solution with which we cannot be entirely satisfied.
Some students may be benefited; there are other students for whom it may
be detrimental not only for one year, but perhaps for a lifetime. Will
summer school make a difference? Can we ideniify the characteristics of
students who will benefit and those who will not clearly enough that we
can make better decisions? Are there other options such as placement in
alternative programs or schools that could or should be considered in the
years ahead for these students? Considering the impact of these decisions
continued evaluation related to retention must be of the highest educa-
tional and social priority.

1-2 23
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TRANSITION POINTS: HOW DO WE BUILD ON SUCCESS?

While Title I prekindergarten students scored higher than comparable stu-

dents when entering kindergarten, they no longer showed an advantage when

entering first grade,
-XIV Title I

Observations conducted in kindergarten cZasses reveaZed aZmost no differ-

ence in the instruction of former prekindergarten students and their
kindergarten peers who had not participated in a prekindergarten program.
This finding may partiaZZy account for the faiZure of prekindergarten

students to maintain their achievement advantage when they reach higher

grade levels.... The time spent in noninstruction was greater for 1981-

82 kindergartners than for 2980-81 prekindergartners.
-XIV Title I

FPRMAL
IN$TRUCTION

/64

loromAL
I,EARNING

RECESS
7% SNACKS

BREAKFAST
LUNCH

10% OTHER NO
211: INSTRUCTION

TOTAL NO
1980-81 INSTRUCTION = 86%
TITLE I PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS

TOTAL NO
1981-82

INSTRUCTION = 61%
KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS

Many evaluatlons, both national and local, have produced reports of stu-

dent gains in one program or at one level which fade at the next level or

once the program is gone. The question this kind of finding poses is

whether the next level has failed to make adjustments that will capital-

ize on the previous gains. For example, in the years before kindergarten
programs were widespread, reading readiness programs were seen as a neces-

sary element in the first six weeks of school. Now, however, students may

be able to skip this readiness program and move on with reading instruc-

tion. The Distria's kindergarten program may need to consider a major
examination of its curriculum and instructional practices in the light of

large numbers of students with prekindergarten experiences. It would

appear on the basis of the time expenditures noted in prekindergarten
that higher instructional demands might be made in kindergarten classrooms.

Nor is this general problem restricted to kindergarten or the elementary

grades. It would seem that the program at all levels and in all subjects
must be continuously examined in the light of achievement and other

changes at previous levels.

1-3
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T-TLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS: THE SECOND YEAR

J-achieving kindergarten and first-grade students in schoolwide projects
a rupil/teacher ratio of 15 to 1) made significantly larger gains

than students in the regular TitZe I program... At grades K and 1, there
was a signficant advantage for schoolwide project students over students
in regular Title I schools, even'though the regular Title I program ex-
ceeded 7.ts objectives at these grade levels. However at grade 4, school-
wide project students gained significantly Zess than students n regular
Title I schools. At other grade levels, there were no statistically sig-
nificant differences between students in regular TitZe I schooZs and
s2hoolwide projects although there was a sZight trend for schoolwide proj-
e,?t students to show greater gains than students in regular Title I
sc4i,)o7s at grades 2, 3, and 6.

-XIV Title I

These inconsistent results are puzzling. The research literature on pro-
gram development leads us to believe that program impact on achievement
should not be expected before about three years of implementation. Unex-
pectedly, however, schoolwide projects resulted in substantial achievement
gains in its first year, 1980-81 (two months higher achievement groWth on
the average). This occurred despite the project's bringing many fundamental
changes to the -,7ay these two campuses, Becker and Allison, had been operat-
ing. These changes were greater than the focus on low pupil/teacher ratio
has suggested and included major role differences for teacher and admin-
istrators. Failure to demonstrate gains of similar magnitude this year
should not conceal the fact that the results were positive. Certainly,
they provide sufficient encouragement to urge continuation of the program
for the three-year period for which it was originally designed in order to
give the concept a full and complete trial.

OTHER COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS: FACING DECLINES IN FEDERAL SUPPORT

Ctudents in the regular TitZe I program met or exceeded the program ob,iec-
tiJes at every grade level except grade 5. At grades K, 2, and 3 gains
were especially impressive.... The regular Title I program served students

TITLE I STUDENTS AND WHERE THEY RECEIVED
SERVICES:

LAB

LASS

BOTH

# 1778 2239 1169
% 45% 58% 34%

#
C

1853 986 2033
,
-0 47% 26% 59%

# 331 601 257
, 8% 16% %, 7

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

1-4

in grades K-6 on 26 campuses.
Students scoring at or below
the 30th percentile in read-
ing (or the 30th percentile
in language for kindergarten
students) were eligible for
supplementaZ reading instruc-
tion by Title I teachers.
Instruction was provided in
the inregular classroom, the
reading center or lab, or in
both locations. An examina-
tion of the figure indicates
that a Zarger percentage of
Title I students were served

in the cZassroom during 1981-
82 than in previous years.

-XIV Title I
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The achievement gains orhigh school students served by Migrant Program
teachers do not show evidence of a consistent program impact.

-XV Title I Migrant,

For the second year in a row, students served by an SCE teacher made gen-
erally lower achievement gains than comparable students who wer, not
served. 1981782 results' were mixed for reading skills, but in favor of
the non-SCE students at every grade for language and math skills.

-XVIII State Compensatory Education

Compensatory program efforts have produced mixed outcomes this year as in
previous years. The regular Title I Program met its achievement objec-
tives at al/ grades from K-6, except at grade 5. Because the objectives
are set based upon past program outcomes, this may indicate a real im-
provement in the student learning supported by Title I.

The Title I Migrant Program continued to provide instruction and health
services to migrant students, most of whom are low achievers. Consis-
tently across the last years, students who have been served have shown
no greater learning gain than have those migrant students who have not
been served.

State Compensatory Education (SCE) elementary reading teachers have pro-
duced lower achievement gains with the students they have served in the
past two yetrs than the gains of comparable students who have not been
served. Secondary writing labs have evidenced no measurable achievement
benefits for the students they have served.

What does this mean in a time when Federal aid is being trimmed? Can we,
should we,continue these programs as they afe with local tax money? The
challenge appears to be to find those elements which do make a difference
and to continue them. One possibility is to continue the trend in Title I
to move away from pull-out, lab-type settings toward increasing Title I
and regular teacher coordination with in-class instruction. The focus
should be considered by other programs as well.

1982-83: A GLANCE AHEAD

This year's evaluations have also brought to focus some issues ahead for
AISD.

Changes in statepoliciesfor serving limited English proficient
(LEP) students will result in students moving in and out and back
in LEP status.

The 1983 graduates are the first to be required to meet the ninth-
grade minimum competency level. The number who may have to sign
a letter of waiver in lieu of meeting the higher requirement is
projected to be triple the number currently signing waivers, unless
the tutorial courses increase their success rate.
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If achievement is up, especially for our minority students, then
the challenge facing teachers who receive these higher skilled
students is: "How can we build on these higher skill levels and
prevent their fading?"

Will retaining more students now in the elementOy grades in-
crease the number of dropouts later on in high leAlool? What can
be done to prevent their dropping out?

With less Federal money available for compensatory education,
what successful approaches need to be kept from the current pro-
gram?

mao



Terence Braggs
Anderson High School

II. Basic Skills
Achievement
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Basic Skills Achievement

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

Major Positive Findings:

1. Students in AISD achieve above the national average in every area
and in every grade with only these exceptions: twelfth-grade
reading and kindergarten language scores are at the national aiierage;

and kindergarten listening and math scores are just below the national

average.

2. Achievement in grades 1-8 is clearly up across the last thee years.

3. Between grades 3 and 8, the yearly achievement gains for AISD stu-

dents are higher than normally expected.

4. Kindergarten students made a 9.5 month achievement gain in 7 months

on the ITBS Language Test.

5. From 1980 to 1982, the general trend has been upward on the TABS

(grades 3, 5, and 9). The greatest improvement has been at grade 3.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. High"school students remain above the national average from grades
9-12, but they demonstrate small declines in their percentile ranks.
This is most clear in reading skills.

2. The group of students entering grade 5 in 1982-83 has been a re-
latively low-achieving group across grades 2-4. Their progress

warrants attention.as they continue into grade 5.



81.30

HOW DOES AISD STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT COMPARE TO STUDENT ACHIEVE-
MENT NATIONWIDE?

Students in AISD achieve above the national average in
every area and in every grade with only these exceptions:

Kindergarteners are at the national average
in language and just below in listening and
math skills.

Twelfth graders are at the national average
iA reading skills.

AISD students' highest achievement is in:
Language skills in grades K-8.
Math computation in grades 9-12.

AISD students' lowest achievement is in:
Math in grades 1-8.

- Reading in grades 9-12.

The average student in AISD outperforms three fourths of
the students in other urban school districts.

Achievement in grades 1-12 is above the national average (1978 norms)
in every area, except for reading at grade 12 which is at the 50th %ile
(Figure 1).

The area of highest achievement in grades 1-8 most often
is language, with AISD averages from 2-22 percentile points
above the national average (Figure 2).

Lowest achievement for students in grades 1-8 is usually
in math, although math is still above the national aver-
age by 1-9 percentile points.

Achievement in grades 1-8 is substantially above average
compared to students in other urban settings (Fighre 3).
AISD medians range from the 72nd to the 86th percentile.

AISD high school students can be compared to two nationwide reference
groups from 1970 and 1978. The national sample who took the test in
1970 used the form given in AISD. The 1978 sample took a 1978 revision
of the STEP, and then the two test editions were equated. (See-Figure 4.)

Compared to students nationwide in 1978, AISD students
in grades 9-12 are achieving highest in Math Computation,
scoring 11-21 percentile points higher than the norm group.
Reading is the lowest achievement area in grades 9-12.

Compared to students tested nationwide in 1970, achievement
in grades 9-12 is highest in Math Basic Concepts and lowest
j..n Mechanics of Writing.

\

11-2 3 9

1
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This year all kindergarten students were also tested in April.

Students in AISD kindergarten classes achieved at the

national average in language (50th %ile) and at the

48th %ile in both listening and math .(Figure 5).

rint continues on page 11-8.)
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ITBS STEP (1978 Nonns)

Flzure 1. AISD MEDIAN PERCENTILES, 1981-82., 1978 NORMS, GRADES K-12.

NOTE: Grade's K-6 exclude scores for special education students receiving

at least 1 hour per day of services. Crades 7-12 exclude students

only if they receive.more than 3 hours per day of special.educati,In

services.
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jlADING TOIXE

PERCENTILES GRADE F.QU1VAIENT9

=

T

Black 42 42 44 1.62 1.62 1,67

1
Hispanic 45 45 47 1.70 1.68 1.72

Other 77 80 80 2.48 2.51 2.59

Total I 61 63 b2 2.08 2.12 2.10

'Black 36 36 43 2.45 2.45 2.65
Hispanic 33 40 42 2.38 2.59 2.65
Other 77 80 80 3.56 3.68 3.57
Total 38 50 62 3.03 3.10 2.15

Black
I

30 34 37 3.12 3.25 3.38

3
Hispanic 34 35 47 3.27 3.31 3.68
Other 69 71 73 4.54 4.60 4.57

Total 34 33 58 3.:98 3.94 4.10

Block 23 25 32 3.32 3.92 4.18
Hispanic 30 31 31 4.11 4.14 4.13

Other "4 72 58 5.82 5.73 3.57

i"---

Tctal 36 33 51 5.06 4.97 4.88

I

Black-.

lispanle
25

31

7.-5

35

29

33

4.85

5.08

4.85
5.21

5.00
5.24

.7ther 76 74 6.82 7.C: 6.92

Total 55 59 37 6.06 6.21 6.13

Black 20 27 28 5.39 5.78 5.84
Hispanic. 26 22 36 5.69 6.01 6.29
other 69 "4 74 7.77 8..01 8.34
Totr,1 32 57 59 6,55 7.14 7.25

BlaLk 19 25 28 3.29 6.25 6.47
Hispanic 23 29 33 6.13 6.49 6.71
Other 67. 71 8.61 8.74 8.80
Tctal 49 32 54 7.62 7.32 7.94

Black 18 21 .16 5.59 6.67 7.0

3
Hispanic
Other

24

'6'

26

69

50 I
7.04

71 9.50

7.19

9.75

7.51
9 84

Total 47 31 54 3.47 8.71 8.90

G
R

A
D

E

E

T
H

N

I

C

I

T

Y

MATH TOTAL

z.o,

.

-' 2

PERCENTILES

x co

i 11

4

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

4, x x
t 1x =

Black 34 33 36 1.53 1.51 1.57

1
Hispanic
Other

38

64

40

68

40

68

1.60

2.08.

1.64

2.15

1.65

2.16
Total 51 53 53 1.82 1.86 1.87

Black 32 31 35 2.43 2.40 2.49

2
Hispanit 34 40 41 2.47 2.59 2.62
Other 63 65. 66 3.12 3.17 3.19

Total 50 50 53 2.82 2.82 2.87

Black 30 33 38 3.29 3.33 3.48

3
Hispanic
Other

35

67

36

67

49

72

3.42

4.30
3.45

4.30

3.78
.4.44

Total 53 52 59 3.88 3.85 4.06

Black 27 31 34 4.09 4.21 4.30

4
Hispanic 36 36 37 4.38 4.35 4.41
Other 71 67 66 5.49 5.35 5.32
Total 56 52 51 4.97 4,87 4.85

Black 29 30 34 5.03 5.07 5.23

5
Hispanic 37 38 41 5.32 5.37 5.47
Other 67 72 71 6.49 6.66 6.61
Total 53 55 55 5.95 6.01 6.01

Black 27 28 31 5.83 5.89 6.02

6
Hispanic 35 37 40 5.15 6.29 8.37
Other 71 71 72 7.67 7.70 7.75
Total 56 57 58 7.00 7.07 7.10

Black 22 30 30 6.33 6.72 6.71

7
Hispanic 31 36 38 6.76 7.03 7.14
Other 69 70 70 8.57 8.58 8.59
Total 51 54 o3 7.74 7.88 7.92

Black 19 23 29 7.04 7.32 7.64

8
Hispanic 29 31 36 7.62 7.76 8.01
Other 66 70 70 9.40 9.56 9.58
Total 48 51 54 8.56 8.73 8.87

Figure 2. ITBS PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT MEDIANS, BY ETHNICITY, 1979-80 THROUGH
1981-82. Students at grade level would receive an X.8 grade equivalent
median in grades 1-6 and an.X.67 median in grades 7 and 8. The median
percentile rank for the national norm group is 50 for all grades,

(Page 1 of 2, Reading Total and Math Total.)
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LANLA-F InTAL*

PERCENTILES GRADE EQEIVALENTS

IJ

R
A
D

E

1

Y

-J

1:

-;"

ca

7
co

I
P.':

...

1=o

.7.0

1

=
,--

=
1mN

Black 44 48 47 1.67 1.74 1.73

I
Hispanic
Other

46

68
46

75

48
76

1.71
2.39

1.70
2.73

1.75
2.77

Total 57 60 62 1.97 2.07 2.12

r
Black

1

5 50 56 2.67 2.80 3.01

2
Hispanic 41 47 49 2.56 2.73 2.79
Other 69 73 72 3.62 3.79 3.74
Total 59 61 62 3.14 3.27 3.29

Black 43 49 53 3.61 3.83 4.00

3
Hispanic 46 50 63 3.70 3.87 .4.40
Other 76 18 80 5.01 5112 5.23
Total 64 65 72 447 4.51 4.80

Black 35 44 48 4.20 4.62 4.78
Hispanic

4
41 47 49 4.51 4.77 4.84

Other 74 74 74 6.04 6.05 6.C1
Total 60 62 62 5.32 3.44 5.40

Black 38 40 47 5.24 5.33 5.69
Hispanic

5
if) 46 51 5.33 5.61 5.86

Cther 73 78 77 7.07 7.36 7.31
Total 59 64 65 8.33 6.59 6.61

Black 31 40 41 5.76 6.31 6.38

6
Hispanic 35 42 47 5.98 6.44 6.70
Other 68 74 75 7.90 8.26 8.35
Total _ 54 60 63 7.12 7.47 7.65

Black 24 35 40 5.88 6.63 6..97
Hispanic 31 38 43 6.32 6.86 7.19
Other 67 71 74 8.73 9.03 9.Z2
Total 50 57 62 7.67 3.15 8.42

Black 22 29 38 6.65 7.13 7.88
Hispaniz 31 34 43 7.28 7.52 8.23
Other 64 71 74 9.64 10.10 10.25
Total 48 57 62 8.56 9.16 9.50

*For grades 1 and 2, Spelling is the onLy language td3t.

Figure 2. ITBS PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT
MEDIANS, 1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82.

(Page 2 of 2, Language Total, Word
Analysis, and Work-Study Taal.)
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Y
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PERCENTILES

v co co
s0 0

I I I= co ==

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

N 03 33
,C 0

I I I= co x

1

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

46

48

73

63

43

45

76

61

44

50
76

60

1.71
1.76
2.47
2.16

1.64
1.69
2.60
2.15

1.65

1.80
2.58
2.13

2

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

39
40

74

60

40
44
76

60

44
45
77

64

2.44
2.48
3.69

3.14

2.47
2.60
3.79
3.13

2.63
2.64
3.81
3.27

G
R
A
D

E

E
T

H
N

I.

c
1

T

Y

WORK-STUY TOTAL (Grades 3-8 Only)

1.o

PERCENTILES I

r 1. .
-. N

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

v.

g, g, g,

3

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

33
39

70

56

36

40
70

55

42

55
74

62

3.21
3.43
4.31

3.99

3.32
3.44
4.51
3.94

3.52
3.95
L.66
4.23

4

Black
Hispanic
Other

Total

28
39

72

57

31

39

73

57

38

41

71

56

3.92

.35
5.70
5.06

4.03
4.37
5.74
5,06'

4.31
4.45
5.66
5.01

5

Black
Hispanic
Other
:Foca1

34

41

70

58

33

43

77

62

39

47

76

62

5.05
5.39
6.73
6.15

5.04
5.47
7.03
6.35

5.29
5.65
6.97
6.31

6

Slack
Hispanic
Other
Total

29

30

68

53

28

AO
71

57

33

43
73

61

5.72
5.84
7.62
6.85

5.70
6.29
7.84
7.07

5.97
6.44
7.98
7.28

Bla2k
Hispanic
Other
Total

21

26

64

45

23

33

68

52

29

33

70

53

5.98
6.25
8.42
7,35

6.40
6.70
8.49
7.73

6.43
6.73
8.81
7.84

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

19 25 29 6.60 6.99 7.30
27 29 37 7.17 7.28 7.82
63 69 72 9.44 9.80 9.94
45 49 56 8.32 8.65 9.02
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GRADE ETHNICITY
READ/NG
TOTAL

LANGUAGE
TOTAL*

WORK-STUDY
=ALA*

MATH
TOTAL

1 Black 66 62 72 56

Hispanic 66 65 74 63

Other 88 87 87 82

Total 79 74 80 72

2 Black 71 72 73 58

Hispanic 71 67 73 63

Other 89 84 90 83

Total 82 78 85 74

3 Black 66 73 66 62

Hispanic 73 79 77 72

Other 89 89 88 86

Total 81 85 81 80

4 Black 64 71 64 59

Hispanic 62 71 70 62

Other 88 87 89 85

Total 79 80 80 77

Black 63 71 68 59

Hispanic 67 74 76 68

Other 91 89 91 89

Total

le

82 83 85 79

6 Black 60 69 64 57

Hispanic 70 73 73 67

Other 91 90 91 90

Total 85 84 86 82
,

7 Black 62 68 59 56

Hispanic 66 70 66 66

Other 91 90 92 90

-Total 83 84 84 82
I

8 Black 61 68 61 59

Hispanic 67 72 72 68

Other 92 91 92 90

Total 86 85 86 83

*Spelling in grades 1 and 2.
**Word Analysis in grades 1 and 2.

Figure 3. URBAN NORMS--AISD MEDIAN PERCENTILES, 1981-82, GRADES 1-8.
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Language Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

14

19

45

29

23

32

61
50

.N.66
P.74

K.13
P.88

K.14
K.34
1.28
K.80

14

, 20

51

32

23
34

65

52

N.S6

P.75
K.25
P.92

K.14

K.37
1.36

K.87

Listening Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

30

36

62

48

K.57
1.08

K.80

Math -Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

28

30

61

48

K.27
1C36
1.12
K.77.

NOTE: Fall percentiles will underestimate actual achievement levels because AISD tested six

weeks before the date the ITBS was normed.

Figure 5. ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES FOR KINDERGARTENERS, FALL AND

SPRING, 1981-82.
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HOW DOES AISD'S 1981-82 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT COMPARE TO THE
ACHIEVEMENT OF STUDENTS IN PAST YEARS?

Achievement in grades 1-8 is clearly up across the last
three years.

Achievement in grades 9-12 has changed little across the
last five years, but the small changes that have occurred
have been mostly downward.

1981-82 Compared to 1980-81. Achievement in grades 1-8 improved.by a
small amount in 1981-82 over the levels of 1980-81.

Reading and math changed very little. What changes did
occur were in a positive direction.

Languge scores were clearly higher in 1981-82.

Work-study skills scores were somewhat higher.

Achievement in grades 9-12 changed very'little last.year.

Reading scores improved one to four percentile points
in grades 9-11, but dropped two percentile points in
grade 12.

Math results were mixed. Math Basic Concepts scores
remained the same in grades 10 and 12 and moved slightly
upward in grade 9 (+1 percentile) and grade 11 (+3 per-
centiles). Math Computation scores drifted one percen-
tile lower at each grade.

Retainees. More.students were retained at the end of the 1980-81 school
year than in previous years. Most retainees were in grades 1, 7, and 9.
The impact of this increase in retainees was to lower slightly the median
scores in these grades compared to the previous year. There was then a
small positive effect upon the medians at the other grade levels.

Longitudinal Comparisons. Elementary and junior high achievement scores
have improved noticeably over the past three years in which the ITBS has
been administered.

Language scores have shown the most dramatic rise to
levels well above the national average.

Reading, math, and work-study skills scores are also
clearly up over the three-year period.

Students who were in grade 3 in 1980-81 and in grade 4
in,1981-82 appear to be a noticeably lower achieving
group than are students at other grades.
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High school achievement has been very stable across the last five years;

however, most of the changes which have been noted are in a downward

direction. This trend may change as the higher achieving students now

in junior high move through the high school grades.

Reading achievement has declined one to five percentile

points across the last five years.

Math achievement is virtually the same across the last

five years, but the small changes occurring have mostly

been increases of one percentile point.

. Mechanics of Writing test scores are practically the

same across the past five years in grades 9-11. Grade 12

scores are lower across the last two years, but still

higher across the last five years.

Science scores have fallen in all grades during the past

five years.

Figures 2 and 4 provide the AISD median scores for past years which

were referenced in these summary statements.

HOW LARGE WERE THE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS MADE BY AISD STUDENTS

IN-1981-82?

Reading:
The achievement gains of AISD students are greater

than normally expected between grades 3 and 8.

Achievement gains are less than normally expected
between grades 1 and 3, and between grades 9-12.

Math:
The achievement gains of AISD students are greater

than normally expected between grades 2 and 8.

Achievement gains are less than normally expected

between grades 1 and 2, and between grades 9 and 12.

Kindergarten students demonstrated 9.5 months'growth in

language skills in the 7 months between fall and spring

testing.

Although AISD students achieve above the national average at all grades,

their yearly achievement gains vary by grade level. The gains which are

"normally expected" are defined as achievement progress on standardized

tests great enough to maintain the same percentile rank from one year to

the next. Studento who had been enrolled in AISD for three consecutive

years and who had not been retained or double promoted during that time

were used to measure these gains.
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Figure 6 presents a sample of the results. The reading and math gains for
three groups of students are graphed. There is some variance in the pattetns
of achievement across these three years for students in different grades;
however, the geleral'trend is for there to be gains in the grades from 3 to
8 and losses in the earlier and later grades. The actual median scores for
these continuously enrolled students are presented in Section III, System-
wide Achievement Profiles.

Figure 7 displays graphically the gains made by kindergarten students.
After entering in September below the national average, they were above
thv national average on the ITBS Language Test in April.

99

nt)

1

.RADE-
A-1;EN

TESTED

2 3 4 6 7 8 10 11 12
ELEN CIROUP JR HI GROUP SR HI GROUP

READI NG

79-80-

2 3 4 6 7 8 10 11 12
ELM GIMP JR HI GROUP SR HI (MVP

MATHEMAT I CS

81-82.

Figure 6. LONGITUDINAL COMPARISON OF MEDIAN PERCENTILES FOR THREE
GROUPS OF STUDENTS UNO WERE CONTINUOUSLY ENROLLED IN AISD
FROM 1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82. Peteentlles based on 1978
norm groups. Scores are for ITBS Reading Total in grades
2-8 and for STEP Reading in grades 10-12. Math scores are
for ITBS Math Total in grade 2-8 and for STEP Math Compu-
tation in grades 10-12.

II-10



81

A

A

A

2.0
.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

,4

.3

.2

.1

1.0

.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2

.1

K.0
.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.2

.1

P.0

14- National Average
T Total for All Students
Ei- Black Students
11. Hispanic Students
ON. Other Students (Including Anglo)

..8

/ ---

N / .'
"
.
..

Ho' ..'..

FALL
1981

SPRING
1982.

Figure 7. ITBS LANGUAGE TEST GAINS FOR KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS,
FALL TO SPRING, BY ETHNICITY.

WHAT WAS THE IMPACT OF THE CHANGE IN THE POLICY FOR INCLUSION
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN STANDARDIZED TESTING?

More special education students were tested in 1981-82
than in the previous year.

There was little change in which special education students
were exempted from testing as a result of the new policy,

Each special education student's Admission, Rcwiew, and Dismissal (ARD)
Committee now determines the participation of that student in standardized
testing. When the new policy forinclusion of special education students
in standardized testing was adopted, there was one major concern and one
major hope for the impact. Concern was expressed that the ARD Committees

would label too many students to be tested for experience only so that
their scores would not be included in school averages. Hope was expres-
sed that many more special'education students who had previously been
exempted from testing would bc tested for the experience. The concern
was not realized--fewer than 100students who would have been tested for
a valid score under the previous policy were tested for experience only
upon the recommendation of their ARD Committees. The hope was realized--
over 500 more special education students were tested under the new policy.

11'41 t) ;5
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HOW DID AISD ENTERING FIRST-GRADE STUDENTS PERFORM ON THE
METROPGLITAN READINESS TESTS?

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) scores of AISD entering first-grade
students in 1981-82 were the highest ever recorded and, for the first time,
exceeded those of the national norm group in all areas. ,The median Pre-
Reading Composite score increased by four percentile points compared to
last year and exceeded the national norm for the third consecutive year.

HOW DO AISD STUDENTS COMPARE WITH OTHERS TAKING COLLEGE MIS-
SION TESTS? .

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

., Average scores of AISD students who took the SAT in 1980-81 were
higher than the national p,verage on all tests, including both apti-
tude and achievement. AISD students have scored above the national
average on the verbal and math tests for ten consecutive years.

The average AISD SAT-Math score declined by four points from 1979-80
to 1980-81, while the average AISD SAT-Verbal score remained the same
as in 1979-80.

The general trend in SAT scores over the past ten years has been
downward. However, SAT scores of AISD students have declined less
rapidly than the national average.

The group of AISD students who took the SAT in 1980-81 was higher by
two percentage points in minority participation than the nationwide
group. AISD students, however, reported higher overall grade point
averages and higher parental income than the national sample.

American College Test (ACT)

Fewer AISD students chose to take the ACT in 1980-81 than in 1979-80,
continuing a ten-year trend of declining participation in the ACT.

AISD mean scores for all subtests of the ACT were lower in 1980-81
than the means for the national sample. Scores for both AISD and
the national sample have declined since 1972-73, with AISD scores
declining more sharply.
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WHAT DO AISD TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS SAY ABOUT BASIC

SKILLS ACHIEVEMENT?

One half of the teachers and administrators were surveyed in the spring

of 1982.

63% agreed that the District's emphasis on basic skills has been

effective in improving the basic skills of ATSD students.

52% agreed that the emphasis on attendance has helped to improve

students' basic skills. 28% did not agree.

39% of the teachers and 50% of the administrators agreed that the

minimum competency requirements for graduation have been effective

in improving students' basic skills. 14% did not agree.

HOW DO 1981-82 AISD DEMOGRAPHIC DATA COMPARE TO PAST YEARS?

Membership

The average number of stadents enrolled in AISD declined in 1981-82,

following a general pattern over the past six years. However, the rate

of decline in 1981-82 was 1%, slower than the 5% rate of decline in

1980-81 and the 2% rate in 1979-80.

Attendance

The overall 1981-82 District attendance rate (93.2%) was the highest

in eleven years.

Junior and senior high attendance both increased, reaching 93.2% and

91.5% respectively.

Elementary attendance held even at 94.2%.

School Leavers

School leavers are students who withdraw from AISD during the school year

and are not known to go to other schools. The school-leaver rate in 1981-

1982 fell to 2.7%, the lowest in three years.

Graduation Rates

The percentage of ninth- through twelfthgrade students who graduated in

1981-82 was 19.8%, up slightly from 19.6% last year and the highest in

the eleven years that graduation rates have been calculated.

4
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WHAT OTHER INFORMATION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED TO DETERMINE IF
BASIC SKILLS HAVE IMPROVED IN AISD?

In addition to looking at District achievement in the basic skills areas,
it is important,to examine the success of special programs which share
the goal of improving basic skills achievement. The reader is urged to
refer to the 1981-82 findings of the following special programs.

Section in 1981-82
Program Evaluation Findings

High School Graduation Minimum
Competency Requirements V

ESEA Title I XIV
..ESEA Title I Migrant XV
Local/State Bilingual .., ,XVI
State Compensatory Education XVIII

A study of the overlapping of services'to the same students by multiple
special programs showed that overlaps decreased in 1980-81, when the
number of students served by more than two such programs dropped
by about 75%. In 1981-82, the number of students served by more than
two special programs continued to be much lower than before 1980-81.

Analysis of AISD students' peformance on the Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills (TABS) shows the following.

From 1980 to 1982, the general trend in scores has
been upward, with the most improvement at grade three.

Although White students still outperform Hispanic and
Black students, overall gains for minorities over the
past two years were greater than the gains for White
students.

. AISD's minimum competency requirements for graduation
are higher than the state-adopted minimum competency
level for the TABS.
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Miscellaneous ABSTRACT

Title: How To Read an ITBS Student Skills Analysis

Contact Person: Patsy Totusek

No. Pages: 13

Summary:

This is a handout developed to provide information to anyone wanting
to find out how to make the most use of the ITBS Student Skills Analysis.
It was distributed mainly to teachers and principals.

The handout consists of two section$,;

How to Read an ITBS Student Skills Analysis
Using The Individual Student Skill's Analysis to Better Instruction
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Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: Basic Skills, 1981-82'

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 14

Summary:

The evaluation design is a oneyear plan of evaluation work for this
project. It provides a brief project and evaluation summary, and
identifies the decision and evaluation questions to be addressed, other
information needs, dissemination plans, resources required, and infor
mation sources to be used.

In May, 1976, the Board adopted a formal set of, priorities for the
District for the'1976-77 school year.. One of these stressed improving
student performance in reading And mathematics. This emphasis bn

basic skills has continued up to the present. The,District's FiveYear
Plan for Accreditation, which went, into-effect for the 1980-81 school
year, calls for improvement in the same basic skills areas.

The Basic Skills evaluation will focus on two primary areas during the

1981-82 school year:

student performance in basic skills as measured by
standardized achievement tests.

student attendance, schoolleaver, and graduation rats.

For the most part, the evaluation efforts will be concentrating on data
that already exist or are routinely collected during the year. This

includes achievement test results; results for AISD students who take
the SAT and/or the ACT; attendance, schoolleaver, and graduation records.
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Technical-Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: Systemwide Evaluation 1981-82

Contact Person: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter, Nancy Baenen

No. Pages: 500

SumMary:

The Final Technical Report is a detailed account of the instruments used

in data collection, and the purposes, procedures, and results of the data

collection effort. The information presented in this volume relates to

the District's Five-Year Plan for Accreditation, which emphasizes improving

student achievement in basic skills, with a special focus on low SES and

minority student achievement.

The technical epOrt is organized aroUnd data collection sources and

includes the following appendices:

Appendix A:
Appendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:
Appendix F:
Appendix G:
Appendix H:
Appendix I:
Appendix J:
Appendix K:
Appendix L:

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)
American College Test (ACT)
Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT)
Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP)

IOwa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)
Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT)
Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS)
Teacher Survey
Administrator Survey
Accreditation Status Report
District Attendance Records
District Graduation Records
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Talking to Parents About Test Scores (Junior High)

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 8

Summary:

This brochure provides answers to some basic questions which a) teachers
might ask when preparing to report test scores to parents and b) parents
might ask about their child's score on a standardized test. AISD junior
high 1981 median ITBS math and reading scores are provided for comparison
of individual students' scores to the District average.

Comments:

This is a revised edition of publication 80.41. The revisions made
reflect the changes in scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.

. See publicaeion 81.27 for a Similar brochure for elementary students.

4 6
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Talking to Parents About Test Scores (Elementary)

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn LigOn

No. Pages: 8

Summary

This brochure provides answers to some basic questions which a) teachers

might ask when preparing to report test scores to parents and b) parents

might ask about their child's score on a standardized test. Median AISD

elementary ITBS scores in math and reading for 1981 are provided for

comparison of individual students' scores to the District average.

Comments:

See publicatLon 81.25 for a similar brochure for junior high school students.
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Achievement Testing in Austin Schools, 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 4

Summary

This brochure describes the achievement tests and the language fluency
tests used in the Austin Independent School District to measure the
development of basic skills in math and reading and fluency in the En
glish language. Included in the brochure are descriptions of:

the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Level 5 Language Test,
which is given to all kindergarten students in the fall;
the Metropolitan Readiness Tests which is given to all
first graders in the fall:.

the Iowa Tests of.Basic Skills'which is given to all
kindergarten through eighthgrade students;

. the'Sequential Tests of Educational Progress which is
given to all ninth through twelfthgrade students;

. the Primary Acquisition of Language (PAL) test which is
used to measure students' fluency in oral English in
kindergarten through sixth grade;
the.Language Assess'ment Battery (LAB) which is used in
grades seven through twelve to measure language dominance;
the California Achievement Tests and the Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills, which are used to further assess
reading and language skills of certain s'-udents in grades
2-12 who have taken the PAL or LAB; and
the relationship between Austin Independent School
District's achievement testing program and the high
school minimum competency graduation requirement.

Comment:

This is a revised edition of publication 80.60.

45
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Newsletter ABSTRACT

Title: Nuts and Bolts of Testing 1981-82. Bulletins for Building Test
Coordinators and Principals.

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 19

Summary:

This is a periodic newsletter for uilding test coordinators. There are
separate sets of issues for test q ordinators in elementary schools,
junior high schools, and senior 14gh schools. The issues summarize
topics discussed at meetings, answer questions from building test coordi-
nators, announce future meetings, and provide current updates on issues
related to testing, etc.

'The number of issues for each level in 1981-82 was:

K-12 - 1
Elementary - 7
Junior High - 3
7-12 - 1

Senior High - 3
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Your Child's Scores In Baslc Skills - Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,

AISD Elementary Schools, School Year 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 6

Summary:

This brochure is sent to the parents of all students in grades one through

six who took the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). Each student's ITBS

scores are provided on a gummed label to be affixed to the last page of

the brochure. Using a questiqn-and-anwer format, the brochure provides
information about the test and the test scores.. A Spanish version is also

available.

Comments:

This is a revised edition of last year's publication 80.76.
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Your Scores in Basic Skills - Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, AISD
Junior High Schools, School Year 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

- No. Pages:

Summary:

A copy of this brochure is provided to each junior high,school student who
took the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). ,Each student's ITBS scores
are provided.on a gummed label to be affixed to the last page of the bro-
chure. Using a question-and-answer format, the brochure provides infor-
mation about the test, the test scores, and high school graduation minimum
competency requirements.'

Comments:

This is a revised and updated edition of last year's publication 80.75.
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Your Scores in Basic Skills - Sequential Tests of Educational
Progress, AISD High Schools, School Year 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 6

Summary:

A copy of this brochure is provided to each high school student who took
the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) Each student's STEP
scores are provided on a gummed label to be affixeJ to the last page of
the brochure. Using a question-and-answer format, the brochure provides
information about the tesf.s, the test scores, and competency requirements
for graduation.

Comments:

This is a revised ara updated edition of last year's publication 80.74.
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Occasfonal Paper ABSTRACT

Title: 1. Develop Your Own Practice Test When ; . a) You Change
Achievement Tests; b) Your Needs are Unique; c) You'Don't Have
Much Money; d) All of the Above.

Contact Persons: Catherine Christner, Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 15

Summary:

Practice tests were developed in an urban school district as a result of
changing the standardized achievement tests given in grades one through
eight. The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, normed in 1978, were chpsen to
repl_ce the California Achievement Tests, normed in 1970. This paper
detaf.s the reasons for the development of the practice tests, as well
as the actual development process. Finally the success of the practice
tests is judged in terms of district personnel's responses to its actual
use.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the 1982 annual, meeting of the American Educa-
tional Resealch Association in New York.
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Occasional Paper ABSTRACT

Title: Warning! Iceberg!: A Checklist of Issues Related to Changing
Achievement Tests

Contact Person: Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 8

Summary:

When your test booklets are all dog-eared and coming unstapled, when you
have marked all five answers to some items in the booklets because stu-
dents have marked the "correct" choice, when your college-bound seniors
are scoring at the 25th percentile because you are still using 1965 norms,
when half the teachers have copies of the test in their desks, and when
older students support their habits by selling test items to freshmen,
then you finally get up the nerve to face changing achievement tests.
EVery ounce of energy is focused on two tasks--selecting a replacement
and obtaining the money to purchase it. When this happened in the Austin
Independent School District, we discovered that these two tasks were just
the tip of an iceberg. Literally hundreds of smaller tasks, issues, and
decisions loomed below.

The selection of a new achievement test and the securing of the funds to
purchase it are indeed the overriding concerns of systems changing tests.
During the transition, hundreds of smaller decisions must be made--many
of these involving changes necessitated by the new test but unanticipat64
beforehand. To ensure a successful transition, these decisions must be
anticipated to allow planning to take place. The experiences of Austin's
school system can be of great assistance to others, not so much in pro-
viding answers, as in identifying the issues which must be addressed.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the American Educational Research Association
meeting in New York, New York in March, 1982.

11-26



81.30
(81.60)

OccaSional Paper ABSTRACT

Title: Anomalies in Achievement Analyses

Contact Person: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter

No. Pages: 14

Summary:

The explanation of standardized achievement test results is not a simple

process, particularly when unexpected anomalies or mystifying inconsis

tencies are present in the data. This paper pulls together these anomalies,

along with some questions which often confuse teachers and other school

staff. A practitioner's perspective is taken to assist researchers and

evaluators in understanding when an inconsistency is an error and when

it is an explainable anomaly.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the American Education Research Association

meeting in New York, New York in March, 1982.
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Occasional Paper ABSTRACT

Title: Preparing Students for Standardized Testing: A Literature Review

Contact Person: Phil Jones, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 8

Summary:

This literature review focuses on three variables which affect students'
achievement scores and which can be manipulated prior to test administra
tion. They are (1) testwiseness, (2) practice tests, and (3) test practice.

Testwiseness is a student's ability to enhance his or her score by using
strategies independent of content knowledge. Testwiseness can be measured
and taught, is only mildly related to general intelligence, increases
with maturation, and is unrelated to sex. Although testwiseness skills
can be taught (and the reliability and predictive power of some tests may
be thus enhanced), the effects of such instruction do not last long and
may vary with the type of skill being taught. Some of the implications
of these research findings bearing on public school administration are
explored in this paper.

Taking one standardized test for practice was found to improve scores
on a subsequent test up to two alonths later. Any further test prartice
was found to produce no further improvement.

No research was found describing the effects of practice tests on student
performance or on the reliability or predictive power of the associated
test.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the American Educational Research Association
meeting in New York, New York in March, 1982

1
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Occasional Paper ABSTRACT

Title: Preparing Students for Standardized Testing: One District's
Perspective

Contact Person: Glynn Ligon, Phil Jones

No. Pages: 8

Summary:

In our school system with 80 schools, we found 80 approaches to preparing
students for their annual standardized achievement test. So that compari
sons of achievement test scorea across campuses would be unaffected by
Variations in these f-est preparation activities, we set out to standardize
all testwiseness instruction and practice testing.across the school system.

An appropriate preparation aCtivity was defined as one which meets two
criteria. It must:

(1) contribute to students' performing on the test near
their true achievement levels, and

(2) contribute more to their scores than would an equal
amount' of regular classroom instruction.

This paper identifies appropriate testwiseness skills to teach. The bases
for these distinctions were two:

(1) a review of the research literature on testwiseness (see
ORE publication no. 81.61), and

(2) an informal study of the testwiseness cues helpful in
taking the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.

Test practice is advocated; however, the use of fulllength standardized
tests for practice seems a poor use of valuable instructional time. In
stead, teachers are encouraged to make their own tests more like standardized
tests.

Preparing students for standardized tests is important. Students need
and deserve to know what the tests are, why they are taking them, and
why they are'important. The classroom teacher is the key person in
standardizing preparation procedures. Locally developed materials for
teachers to use to this end are described and made available.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the American Educational Research Association
meeting in New York, New York in March, 1982.
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(81.64)

Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title: Packet for the Preparation of Students for the ITBS: Kindergarten

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages:

Summary:

This packet is intended to help standardize the way that kindergarten
students are prepared to take the Iowa Tests of Basig Skills. It
consists of the objectives for three presentations.

The documents, in the order they are to be presented are:

1. Introduction to Standardized Testing
2. Testwiseness
3. Being Prepared for Testing

These documents have scripts which teachers may use as a guide for
presenting the objectives.

Comments:

See publit-ation 80.63 and 80.70 for similar documents for first through
eighth graders.

See publication 79.26 for more complete information on AISD Practice
Tests.
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Your Child's Scores in Basic Skills - Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,

AISD Kindergarten,School Year 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pases: 4

Summary:

This brochure is sent to the parents of all kindergarten students who

took the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) in the spring. Each student's

ITBS scores are printed on the last page of the brochure. Using a

question-and-answer format, the brochure provides information about the

test and the test scores. A Spanish version is available also.
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81.10

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
SYSTEMWIDE ACHIEVEMENT PROFILES

1981-82

The following pages includk District summary data for the achievement
tests administered in the spring of the 1981-82 school year to all AISD

students in grades K-12. The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) is ad-
ministered in srades K-.8, the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
(STEP) is administered in grades 9-12, and the Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills (TABS) is administered in grades 3, 5, and 9-11.

The following summaries are presented separately for each grade:

ITBS STEP

Scores for the Total Group and by Ethnicity

Median Percentiles
Grade Equivalents

Median Percentiles based on
1970 norms

. Median Percentiles based on
1978 norms (all tests except
Science)

Scores for the Total Group Only

Percent of students scoring
in various percentile ranges
Percent of students scoring
plus or minus 1.0 grade
equivalent from grade level

. Percent of students scoring
in various percentile ranges
(1970 norms)

These summary scores are also presented for students who were tested in
each of the past two, three, and four (STEP only) years. These scores

reflect achievement of the same students over time.

Students' scores were excluded from these achievement summaries under the
following conditions:

Special Education: Scores for special education students who
received one or more hours (grades K-6) or more than three
hours (grades 7-12) cf special education services per day, or
who took the test for experience only.

Limited English Proficient (LEP): Scores for students who were
dominant or monolingual in a language other than English.

To be included in the scores for one of the groups tested two, three, or
four years, a student had to meet these criteria:

Took all tests given each year.
Not LEP category A or B in 1981-82.
Grade level increased by one each year.
Did not receive one or more hours (grades K-6) or more than
three hours (grades 7-12) of special education services in
1981-82,

Did not take the test for experience only in 1981-82.

IIT-1



81.30

Achievement areas meaSured in 1981-82 included:

ITBS STEP

.,i, P,;.ZP',',: clrad,:o 1 and 2. Grades 3-8 Grades 9-12

Listening Reading Reading Reading

Language Spelling Language Math
.

Math Word Analysis WorkStudy Science

Math Math Mechanics of Writing

Scores' are provided for major skill areas as well as for subtests within

those areas. The median Basic. Battery Composite (grades 1 and 2) and

Complete Battt=ry Composite. (grades 3-8) percentile scores on the ITBS are

also listeti for each grade, for the total group and by ethnicity,

TABS

Percentage Mastering Each Objective
Percentage Mastering ExitLevel Test

Ihe rexas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) is a Statemandated, criterion

referenced test in the areas of reading, math, and writing. The District

profilt.s included in this section summarize the 1981-82 administration

At grades 3, 5, and 9. Results are shown in terms of the percent of

students mastering an objective, with threeoutoffour items needed for

mastery at the State level.

Stdents' scores were excluded from these achievement summarie!, under

thc Collowing conditions:

-;pecial Education: Scores for special education students

who took the test even though exempted by their ARD Committee

or who took the test'for experience only.

Invalid: Scores for individual tests which the teacher marked

DO NOT SCORE because of a circumstance which makes the score

'Avalid, e.g., illness during a test.

6
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS or BASIC. SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTRIOE
GRADE: 1

DATE DF REPDRT. uUNE, 1982

I ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.1 GR.1 GR.1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PRDFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS DF BASIC SKILLS

I SCHDDL: DISTRICTWIDE ALL STUDENTS
.

:

GRADE: 1 ' TESTED
DATE OF REPDRT: JUNE, 1982 1

I GR.1 GR.1 GR.1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PRDFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHODL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 1

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

/ ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.1 GR.1
79-80 80-81 81-82 1,79-80 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81

PMET5IXE
----4 -1

MATH TOTAL SPELLING
GE 2.07 2.10 2.09 GE 1.82 1.88 1.87 GE 1.97 2.07

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 60 81 61 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 53 S3 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 60
NUMBER TESTED 3988 37013 3770 NUMBER TESTED 3992 3759 3818 NUMBER TESTED 3995 u758

GE 1 613 1.54 1.85 GE 1.53 1.51 1.57 GE 1.57 1.74
BLACK %ILE 42 42 43 BLACK %ILE 34 33 30 BLACK %ILE 44 48

NUMBER TESTED 774 793 748 NUMBER TESTED. 774 804 750 NUMBER TESTED 778 808

GE 1.71 1.57 1.71 GE 1.60 1.64 1.85 GE 1.71 1.70
HISPANIC %ILE 45 44 45 HISPANIC %ILE 38 40 40 HISPANIC %ILE 45 45

NUMBER TESTED 1052 1070 1110 NUMBER TESTED 1050 1103 1139 NUMBER TESTED 1057 1099

GE 2.41 2.57 2.55 GE 2.08 2.15 2.16 GE 2.39 2.73
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 72 78 77 ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 54 138 138 ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 138 75

NUMBER TESTED 2152 1843 1912 NUMBER TESTED 2158 1852 1921 NUMBER TESTED 2150 1851

READING-TVTAr- --4 MATH CONCEPTS WURD ANALYSIS
GE 2.08 2.12 2.10 GE 1.78 1.79 1.81 GE 2.18 2.15

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 81 53 02 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 48 50 51 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 51
NUMBER TESTED 3994 3753 3815 NUMBER TESTED 4000 3787 3837 NUMBER TESTED 4007 3783

GE 1.52 1.62 1.07 GE 1.45 1.47 1.55 GE 1.71 1.64
BLACK %ILE 42 42 44 BLACK %ILE 32 33 38 BLACK %ILE 46 43

NUMBER TESTED 774 806 782 NUMBER TESTED 778 807 757 NUMBER TESTED 775 808

GE 1.70 1.08 1.72 GE 1.54 1.50 1.59 GE 1.78 1.59
HISPANIC %ILE 45 45 47 HISPANIC %ILE 37 40 39 HISPANIC %ILE 48 45

- NUMBER TESTED 1057 1089 1127 NUMBER TESTED 1.063 1124 1148 NUMBER TESTED 10E15 1116

GE 2.48 2.61 2.59 GE 2.01 2.10 2.08 GE 2.47 2.60
4-- ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 77 80 80 ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 81 54 54 ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 73 76

NUMBER TESTED 2163 1848 1928 NUMBER TESTED 2159 1858 1924 NUMBER TESTED 2167 1859

ABULART MAIH FKUULkM5
GE 2.12 2.17 2.12 GE 1.84 1.85 1.85

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 55 53 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 52 51
NUMBER TESTED 4012 3804 3848 NUMBER TESTED 3997 3773 38211

GE 1 135 LEIS 1.88 GE 1.41 1.38 1.38
BLACK %ILE 44 44 45 BLACK %ILE 34 33 33

NUMBER TESTED 778 811 763 NUMBER TESTED 778 809 764

GE 1.74 1.79 1.74 GE 1.48 1.55 1.52
HISPANIC %ILE 48 50 48 HISPANIC %ILE 35 41 40

NUMBER TESTED 1060 1134 1155 NUMBER TESTED 1061 1112 1142

GE 2.48 2.60 2.54 GE 2.21 2.27 2.28
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 76 79 77 ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 135 54 57

NUMBER TESTED 2168 1859 1930 NUMBER TESTED 2158 1852 1923

READING-CDMPREREASION MATH LUMPUTATION
GE 2.02 2.04 2.07 GE 1.87 1.89 1.91

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 BO 81 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 60 63
NUMBER TESTED 4006 3771 3827 NUMBER TESTED 3996 3772 3841

GE 1.50 1.62 1.83 dE 1.71 1.59 1.72
BLACK %ILE 43 43 44 BLACK %ILE 44 42 45

NUMBER TESTED 778 812 768 NUMBER TESTED 774 806 759

GE 1.57 1.81 1.70 GE 1.73 1.78 1.87
HISPANIC %ILE 45 43 40 HISPANIC %ILE 47 51 59

NUMBER TESTED 1061 1107 1129 NUMBER TESTED 10E11 1111 1168

.GE 2 43 2.54 2.52 GE 1.94 2.00 2.02
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 74 77 77 ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 85 70 70

NUMBER TESTED 2157 1852 1930 NUMBER TESTED 2150 1855 1924

2.12
52

3815

1.73
47

766

1.7t.
el

1123

2.77
75

1825

2.13
60

3819

1.55
44
763

1.80
50

1129

2.58
76

1927

INIIIMIIIIIMM-111111111-1111101111111111111
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 2
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 GR.2 GR.2

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 3.06 3.13 3.17 2.27 3.28

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 58 61 68 84
NUMBER TESTED 4080 3712 3579 2875 2675

GE 2.50 2.54 2.70 1.87 2.81
ISLA= %ILE 35 31 44 53 41

NUMBER TESTED 777 770 728 558 558

GE 2.46 2.67 2.71 1.89 2.50
HISPANIC %ILE 28 43 46 54 48

NUMBER TESTED 1086 1087 1022 787 787

GE 3.56 3.64 3.83 2.70 3.75
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 73 76 75 St 79

NUMBER TESTED 2237 1855 1829 1332 1332

REACIING, TUTAL
GE 3.03 3.10 3.15 2.3t 3.22

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 60 82 7t 85
NUMBER TESTED 4072 3736 3589 2675 2675

GE 2.45 2.45 2.65 1.58 2.76
BLACK %ILE 38 36 43 54 47

NUMBER TESTED 775 774 728 558 556

GE 2.38 2.51 2.65 1.94 2.73
HISPANIC %ILE 33 40 42 57 48

NUMBER TESTED 1082 1085 1026 787 787

GE 3.58 3.68 3.67 2.76 3.75
Ln ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 77 SO 80 85 e2

NUMBER TESTED 2235 1867 1835 1332 1332

VULABULART
GE 2.99 3.03 3.05 2.34 3.13

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 58 59 71 81
NUMBER TESTED 4083 3780 3609 2875 2675

GE 2.32 2.35 2.54 1.25 2.83
BLACK %ILE 35 36 42 56 45

NUMBER TESTED 778 781 732 558 558

GE 2.28 2.52 2.50 2.04 2.58
HISPANIC %ILE 34 41 40 60 43

NUMBER TESTED 1067 1107 1039 787 787

GE 3.48 3.54 3.53 2.71 3.60
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 71 73 73 82 75

NUMBER TESTED 2238 1872 1838 1332 1332

1 s 1"
GE 2.97 3.06 3.17 2.22 3.25

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 58 82 67 64
NUMBER TESTED 4078 3745 3598 2675 2675

GE 2.44 2.46 2.57 1.81 2.78
BLACK %ILE 35 31 46 51 49

NUMBER TESTED 778 775 730 556 558

GE 2.43 2.63 2.71 1.86 2.81
HISPANIC %ILE 38 45 45 53 51

NUMBER TESTED 10e4 woe 1030 787 787

GE 3.55 3.72 3.74 2.75 3.54

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 72 76 76 82 78
NUMBER TESTED 2238 1872 1836 1332 1332



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEML'IT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 2

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL SWDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 GR.2 GR.2

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.I GR.2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 2
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 GR.2 Gn.2

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

OR.I OR.2

00

_4 79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-BI 81-82 80-81 81-82

MATH TDTAL SPELLING
GE 2.82 2.82 2.87 1.28 2.94 GE 3.14 3.27 3.29 2.41 3.42

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 SO 53 58 55 ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 61 62 88 85
NUMBER TESTED 4073 3747 3808 2875 2575 NUMBER TESTED 4078 3744 3598 2875 2875

GE 2.43 2.40 2.49 1.63 2.51 GE 2.87 2.80 3.01 1.92 3.09
BLACK %ILE 32 31 35 40 38 BLACK %ILE 45 50 55 55 58

NUMBER TESTED 777 778 733 558 558 NUMBER TESTED 778 775 730 558 558

GE
HISPANIC %ILE

2.47
34

2.59
40

2.82
41

1.75
47

2.89
44 HISPANIC

GE
%ILE

2.58
41

2.73
47

2.71
42

1.87
53

2.91
53

NUMBER TESTED 1065 1103 1043 787 787 NUMBER TESTED 1085 1028 .1032 787 787

GE
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

3.12
83

3.17
85

3.19
68

2,25
72

3.25
69 ANGLO/OTHER

GE
%ILE

3 82
89

3.79
73

3.74
72

2.88
711

3.90
75

NUMBER TESTED 2231 1888 1832 1332 1332 NUMBER TESTED 2235 1871 1838 1332 1332

MATH CIINCEFIS
2.84

51
4075

2.82
5D

3755

2.91
54

3813

1.89
55

2875

2.24
55

2875

-4 WURD ANALYSIS

NUMBER

GE
%ILE

TESTED

3.14
80

4081

3.13
80

3755

3.27
84

3804

2.29
88

2675

3.37
57

2875

GE
ALL STUDENTS %ILE

NUMBER TESTED
ALL STUDENTS

GE
BLACK %ILE

2.41
34

2.38
32

2.45
35

1.59
40

2.48
36 Ir...ACK

GE
%ILE

2.44
39

2.47
40

2.83
44

1.91
54

2.83
50

NUMBER TESTED 777 777 734 558 558 NUMBER TESTED 777 780 733 558 558

-
r-I

GE
HISPANIC %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

2.38
33

1085

2.52
38

1103

2.58
41

1045

1.70
45

787

2.69
45

707
HISPANIC

NUMBER

GE
%ILE

TESTED

2.48
.40
1068

2.60
44

1103

2.54
45

1035

1.93
54

787

2.83
50

787

GE
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

NU,05ER TESTED

3.15
82

2233

3.18
83

1875

3.21
84

1834

2.24
70

1332

3.28
88

1332
ANGLO/OTHER

NUMBER

GE
%ILE

TESTED

3.69
74

2238

3.72
76

1872

3.81 2.79
77 80

1836 1332

4.02
80

1332

MAIM PRUBLEMS
GE 2.83 2.82 2.84 2.00 2.92

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 SO 51 57 53
NUMBER TESTED 4075 3751 3809 2875 2875

GE 2.38 2.29 2.35 1.53 2.39
BLACK %ILE 35 33 34 39 38

NUMBER 7E57E0 777 777 733 558 558

GE 2 48 2.52 2.48 1.69 2.59
HISPANIC %ILE 39 40 38 45 42

HUMBER TESTED 1C85 1103 1043 787 787

GE 3.22 3.25 3.28 2.31 3.38
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 83 84 85 71 68

MURDER TESTED 2233 1871 1833 1332 1332

PATH CUmpUTATION
GE 2.83 2.87 2.90 1.94 2.92

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 58 58 83 80
NUMBER TESTED 4077 3753 3809 2875 2875

GE 2.54 2.58 2.67 1.79 2.67
BLACK %ILE 33 36 41 53 41

NUMBER TESTED 778 777 733 558 558

GE 2.71 2.75 2.01 1.89 2.84
HISPANIC %ILE 44 47 51 81 53

NUMBER TESTED IO85 1104 1043 707 787

r!! GE 3.01 3.07 3.08 2.06 3.13
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 88 89 7D 73 72

NUMBER TESTED 2234 1872 1833 1332 1332

NM MI MI 11111 NM NM MI . MN OW MI Mt KW MN
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICUIDE
GRADE: 3

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.3 GR.3 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED / STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 1 GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 40-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 4.05 4.04 4.25 3.23 4.27 2.19 3.25 4.29

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 56 82 62 83 65 63 83
NUMBER TESTED 4279 3716 3518 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.23 3.43 3.53 2.70 3.58 1.90 2.73 3.50
BLACK %ILE 31 37 41 45 41 54 48 41

NUMBER TESTED 757 731 891 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.40 3.45 3.90 2.84 3.93 1.88 2.87 3.118

HISPANIC %ILE 38 38 51 50 52 54 51 54
NUMBER TESTED 1078 1082 1008 883 883 718 715 718

GE 4.54 4.62 4.76 3.74 4.83 2.58 3.78 4.83
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 72 76 71 78 78 79 78

NUMBER TESTED 2444 1903 1817 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

S 't JI
GE 3.98 3.94 4.10 3.20 4.13 2.24 3.21 4.14

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 53 58 84 59 68 85 80
NUMBER TESTED 4281 3781 3558 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.25 3.38 2.52 3.42 1.80 2.84 3.42
BLACK %ILE 30 34 37 41 38 53 42 38

NUMBER TESTED 760 757 705 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.27 3.31 3.88 2.78 3 71 1.80 2.81 3.75
HISPANIC %ILE 34 36 47 411 48 55 50 48

1-1 NUMBER TESTED 1078 1108 1018 863 883 718 716 710

1-1 GE 4.54 4.60 4.67 3.77 4.75 2.88 3.79 4.75
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 69 71 73 83 75 32 83 75

NUMBER TESTED 2443 1918 1835 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

VUCA5ULANT
GE 4.00 3.93 4.03 3.15 4.07 2.24 3.18 4.08

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 54 57 82 58 88 52 59
NUM5ER TESTED 4283 3705 3584 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.29 3.34 2.54 3.40 1.111 2.58 3.43
BLACK %ILE 32 37 38 42 30 55 43 40

NUMBER TESTED 780 757 705 583 581 474 474 474

GE 3.21 3.27 3.60 2.72 3.55 1.85 2.74 3.89
HISPANIC %ILE' 34 30 45 48 45 57 48 47

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1111 1022 883 883 718 718 716

GE 4.57 4.81 4.80 3.es 4.87 2.63 3.68 4.67
ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 71 72 72 7:- 74 80 76 74

Bac-- NUMBER TESTED 2445 1917 1537 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

11 t I. 4

GE 3.89 3.87 4.08 3.17 4.11 2.19 3.19 4.11
ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 52 58 82 58 60 82 58

NUMBER TESTED 4283 3784 3559 2835 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.20 3.37 2.55 3.41 1.85 2.67 3.38
BLACK %ILE 32 34 36 45 38 53 as 38

NUMBER TESTED 761 750 70Z 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.27 3.36 3.73 2.70 3.77 1.87 2.83 3.80
HISPANIC %ILE 38 32 46 50 50 53 51 50

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1101 1018 883 883 718 718 716

GE 4.43 4.52 4.55 3.81 4.72 2.07 3.81 4.73
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 89 72 78 74 ao 78 74

NUMBER TESTED 2444 1917 1838 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEOIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 3 TESTED
DATE DF REPORT: JUNE. 1982

GR.2 GR.1 GR.3

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-8D 80-8t81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH TOTAL
GE 3.88 3.85 4.06 2.90 4.09 1.90 2.91 4.10

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 52 59 54 60 55 54 61
NUMBER TESTED 4264 3769 3551 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.29 3.35 3.48 2.49 3.51 1.65 2.50 3.52
6LACK %ILE 30 33 38 35 39 40 36 39

NUMBER TESTED 756 751 701 583 563 474 474 474

GE 3.42 3.45 3.78 2.67 3.80 1.69 2.68 3.81
HISPANIC %ILE 35 36 42 43 50 41 44 50

NUMBER TESTED 1075 1105 1020 863 863 710 716 716

GE 4.30 4.30 4.44 3.24 4.50 2.18 3.25 4.50
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 67 72 65 74 69 68 74

NUMBER TESTED 2433 1913 1830 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

MATH CONCEPTS
GE 3.91 3.89 4.15 2.90 4.17 1.83 2.90 4.18

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 52 60 54 60 52 54 61
NUMBER TESTED 4274 3775 3557 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.16 3.30 3.4.4 2.42 3,48 1.61 2.43 3.51
BLACK %ILE 28 32 37 34 39 41 35 40

NUMBER TESTED 760 752 704 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.34 3.42 3.74 2 so 3.77 1.63 2.60 3.80
'-'-' HISPANIC %ILE 34 37 47 41 48 42 42 49
.-4 NUMBER TESTED 1075 1107 1020 E83 863 716 716 718
r-i

I GE 4.40 4.41 4.62 3.22 4.72 2.12 3.23 4.72
00 ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 87 73 65 75 65 65 75

NUMBER TESTED 2439 1916 1833 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

MATH PROBLEMS
GE 3.91 3.613 4.06 2.91 4.11 1.93 2.93 4.12

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 52 57 62 59 54 53 59
NUMBER TESTED 4267 3775 3556 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.30 3.31 3.46 2.42 3.50 1.57 2.44 3.51
BLACK %ILE 34 34 38 37 39 40 38 40

NUMBER TESTED 758 752 702 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.51 3.47 3.77 2.60 3.71 1.62 2.63 3.81
HISPANIC %ILE 40 39 48 43 49 42 43 49

NUMBER TESTED 1075 1107 1020 803 863 716 7141 716

GE 4.39 4.39 4.47 3.34 4.55 2.32 3.35 4.57
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 67 70 87 72 69 67 72

NUMBER 1ESTED 2434 1916 1834 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

MAIM GOMPUTAIION
tlE 3.78 3.73 3.95 2.94 3.98 1.91 2.95 4.01

ALL STUOENTS %ILE 48 45 59 61 60 63 ez 62
NUMBER TESTED 4287 3775 3557 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.41 3.44 3.55 2.66 3.58 1.82 2.68 3.60
BLACK %ILE vs 27 34 41 36 55 42 37

NUMBER TESTEO 757 753 704 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.54 3.56 3.85 2.84 3.85 1.84 2.83 3.85
HISPANIC %ILE 33 34 52 53 53 57 53 53

NUMBER TESTED 1076 1106 1021 863 863 716 716 716

GE 4.10 4.08 4.19 3.15 4.25 2.00 3.17 4.28
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 66 65 70 73 73 69 74 74

NUMBER TESTED 2434 1910 1832 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PRDFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE7 3
DATE DF REPORT! JUNE, 1982

I ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.3 GR 3 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TDTAL
GE 4.47 4.51 4.80 4.85 4.85

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 84 65 72 73 72
NUMBER TESTED 4255 3752 3540 2838 2330

GE 3.81 3.83 4.00 4.05 4.04
BLACK %ILE 43 49 53 54 54

NUMBER TESTED 752 742 897 583 474

GE 3.70 3.87 4.40 4.48 4.53
HISPANIC %ILE 46 50 83 64 85

NUMBER TESTED 1070 1097 1013 883 718

.GE 5.01 5.12 5.23 5.31 5.31
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 78 78 80 8/ 81

NUMBER TESTED 2433 1913 1830 1392 1140

SFELTINci
GE 4.34 4-47 4.63 3.411 4.71 2.21 3.55 4.73

ALL STUDENTS 81 84 67 86 811 83 87 89
NUMBER TESTED 4278 3778 3559 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.79 4.02 4.04 3.02 4.13 1.95 3.06 4.18
BLACK %ILE 48 54 55 57 57 52 58 57

NUMBER TESTED 758 753 705 583 583 474 474 474

t--1 HISPANIC
GE

%ILE
3.82

44
3.79

48
4.27

60
2.96

54
4.40

82
1.84
52

3.04
57

4.47
841-1 NUMBER TESTED 1078 1105 1018 883 863 716 718 710

1-4

GE 4.78 5.01 5.01 3.91 5.12 2.08 3.95 5.14\ ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 70 74 74 75 75 74 75 78
NUMBER TESTED 2444 1118 1838 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

GE 4 12 4.17 4.57 4.84 4.64
ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 58 67 88 68

NUMBER TESTED 4273 3778 3854 2838 2330

GE 3.52 3.72 4.00 4.03 4.03
BLACK %ILE 41 47 54 54 54

NUMBER TESTED 755 752 702 583 474

GE 3.50 3.78 4.29 4.33 4.38
HISPANIC %ILE 41 48 81 82 82

NUMBER TESTED 1075 1109 1019 863 718

GE 4.85 4.74 5.03 5.13 5.13
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 69 70 78 78 78

NUMBER TESTED 2443 1917 1833 1392 1140

UN U
GE 4.92 5.01 5.31 5.34 5.35

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 74 75 80 81 81
NUMBER TESTED 4274 3774 3559 2838 2330

GE 3.89 4.05 4.28 4.35 4.35
BLACK %ILE 51 55 60 82 82

NUMBER TESTED 758 753 706 583 474

GE 4.21 4.41 4.97 4.97 5.01
HISPANIC %ILE 59 84 75 75 75

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1104 1017 883 716

GE 5.49 5.60 5.75 5.88 5.86
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 83 84 86 87 87

NUMBER TESTED 2440 1917 1838 1392
1

1140



AUSTIN INDIPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE ; ALL STUDENTS
GRAOE: 3 TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

GR.3 GR.3, GR.3
; 79-80 80-al 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3
ao-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 ao-81 81-82

1-

USAGE
GE 4 36 4.31 4.61 4.64 4.63

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 58 64 64 64
NUMBER TESTED 4277 3771 3559 2838 2330

GE 3.21 3.32 3.58 3.64 3.62BLACK %ILE 37 39 44 45 45
NUMBER TESTED 759 751 705 583 474

GE 3.41 3.49 4.05 4.12 4.15HISPANIC %ILE 41 42 53 55 55
NUMBER TESTED 1077 1105 1017 863 716

GE 5.07 5.13 5.25 5.30 5.28
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 72 74 75 75

NUMBER TESTED 2441 1915 1837 t392 1140

WURK-STUUT SKILLS 101AL
GE 3.99 3.94 4.23 4.26 4.27ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 55 62 63 63

NUMBER TESTED 4267 3767 3555 2838 2330

GE 3.21 3.32 3.52 3.56 3.56BLACK %ILE 33 36 42 43 43
NUMBER TESTE9 757 748 705 583 474

GE 3.43 3.44 3.95 3.99 3.96HISPANIC %ILE 39 40 55 56 58
NUMBER TESTED 1076 1103 1017 863 716

1

GE 4.51 4.51 4.66 4.74 4.73
CD ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 70 74 76 76

NUMBER TESTED 2434 1916 1833 1392 1140

VISUAL MAI R1ALS
GE 3.92 3.87 4.15 4.11 4.18

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 52 60 el 61
NUMBER TESTES) 4270 3774 355$ 2838 2330

GE 3 15 3.30 3.42 3.49 3.50BLACK %ILE 31 35 39 41 42
NUMBER TESTED 757 750 705 474

GE 3.36 3.38 3.90 3.93 3.96HISPANIC %ILE 37 38 53 53 54
NUMBER TESTED 1077 1106 1017 863 716

GE 4.41 4.44 4.67 4,73 4.72
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 67 73 75 75

NUMBER TESTED 2436 ma 1836 1392 1140

REFEREMA MATERIALS
GE 3.98 3.93 4.22 4.26 4.27

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 55 53 62 63 64
NUMBER TESTED 4270 3769 3555 2838 2330

GE 3.22 3.33 3.58 3.59 3.58
BLACK %ILE 32 35 43 43 43

NUMBER TESTED 758 749 705 583 474

GE 3.46 3.47 3.69 3.94 3.97
HISPANIC %ILE 39 40 52 54 54

NUMBER TESTED 1076 1104 1017 863 716

GE 4.44 4.49 4.81 4.69 4.70
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 69 70 73 75 75

NUMBER TESTED 2436 1916 1833 1392 1140
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS Or BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL. D/STRICTWIDE
GRADE: 4
DA-E Or REPORT. JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR 4 GR.4

STUDENTS
THE LAST

GR.4 GR.3

TESTED
2 YEARS

GR.4

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 60-81 81-82 79-150 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 5.08 5.07 5.01 4.11 9.07 3.18 4.14 5.10

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 57 55 58 57 60 59 57

NUMBER TESTE0 4026 3958 3828 2910 2910 2488 2488- 2488

GE 3.98 4.13 4.38 3.50 4.41 2.73 3.52 4.45

BLACK %ILE 27 32 38 39 40 46 40 41

NUMBER TESTED 874 742 722 804 804 527 527 527

GE 4.27 4.32 4.41 3.55 4.48 2.55 3.81 4.52

HISPANIC %ILE 38 37 40 41 42 39 43 43

NUMBER TESTED 948 1033 1037 878 878 759 759 759

GE 5.75 9.89 5.84 4.89 5.74 3.70 4.75 5.83
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 73 72 70 74 73 78 78 75

NUMBER TESTED 2406 2183 1887 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

REA ING TULAL
GE 5.06 4.97 4.89 4.01 4.94 3.12 4.02 4.97

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 53 51 S5 52 61 56 53
NUMBER TESTED 4028 4005 3881 2810 2910 2486 2486 2486

GE 3.82 3.92 4.18 3.41 4.27 2.65 3.45 4.30

BLACK %ILE 23 25 32 37 34 43 39 35

NUMBER TESTED 875 751 731 604 604 527 527 527

GE 4.11 4.14 4.13 3.43 4.23 2.51 3.48 4.28

HISPANIC %ILE 30 31 31 38 33 37 39 34

NUMBER TESTED 948 1050 1050 878 78 759 759 759

GE 5.82 5.73 8.57 4.65 5.72 3.73 4.72 5.80

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 74 72 88 73 72 82 74 73

NUMBER. TESTED 2407 2204 1880 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

VLICABITCART
GE 5.04 5 02 4.91 3.99 4.98 3.05 4.00 5.00

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 se 54 56 55 59 56 55

NUMBER TESTED 4030 4006 3684 2910 2910 .2486 2486 2486

GE 3.94 4.04 4.18 3.38 4.29 2.61 3.41 4.35

BLACK %ILE 30 33 38 39 39 44 39 39

NUMBER TESTED 875 751 731 CO4 604 527 527 527

GE 4.13 4.15 4.15 3.37 4.22 2.41 3.40 4.23

HISPANIC %ILE 35 38 38 39 37 38 39 37

NUMBER TESTED 947 1050 1052 878 878 759 759 759

GE 5.84 5.70 5.85 4.65 5.73 .3.61 4.69 5.83

ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 79 72 71 73 72 , 75 74 75
NUMBER TESTED 2408 2205 1881 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

REILUINU LUMPMLHENSIUN
GE 4.99 4.91 A.81 3.95 4.87 3.07 3.98 4.89

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 53 50 54 51 59 55 52

NUMBER TESTED 4029 4005 3888 2910 2910 2188 2486 2486

GE 3 70 3.88 4.12 3.39 4.20 2.67 3.41 4.26

BLACK %ILE 24 28 33 38 36 45 39 37

NUMBER TESTED 678 751 732 604 804 527 527 527

GE 4.03 4.06 4.09 3.47 4.14 2.59 3.51 4.25

HISPANIC %ILE 31 32 33 41 34 43 42 37

NUMBER TESTED 948 1050 1053 878 878 759 759 759

GE 5.79 5.73 5.54 4.64 5.73 3.77 4.87 5.80

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 70 88 72 70 77 72 72

NUMBER TESTED 2407 2204 1883 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 4
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

1 ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.4 GR.4 GR.4

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH TOTAL
GE 4.97 4.87 4.85 3.92 4.90 2.87 3.94 4.93

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 52 51 54 53 52 55 54
NUMBER TESTED 4024 3991 3682 2910 2910 2488 2480 2488

GE 4.09 4.21 4.30 3.45 4.32 2.53 3.46 4.35
BLACK %ILE 27 31 34 37 34 37 37 35

NUMBER TESTED 873 748 729 604 604 527 527-.% 527

GE 4.38 4.35 4.41 3.56 4.47 2.56 3.59 4.51
HISPANIC %ILE 38 38 37 41 40 38 42 41

NUMBER TESTED 943 1047 1051 878 878 799 759 759

GE 5.49 5.38 5.32 4.38 6.43 3.22 4.43 5.49
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 67 66 70 70 87 72 71

NUM0ER TESTED 2408 2198 1882 1428 1.428 1200 1200 1200

MA111 CUNLEPES
Gi 5.07 4.98 4.95 3.96 5/4 2.88 3.97 5.03

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 54 53 54 64 53 55 55
NUMBER TESTED 4025 3998 31188 2910 d1110 2486 2488 2480

GE 4.07 4.12 4.30 3_44 4.34 2.49 3.45 4.39
BLACK %ILE 27 28 34 37 30 37 38 37- NUMBER TESTED 673 74E1 732 604 604 527 527 527

GE 4.31 4.28 4.44 3.52 4.45 2.45 3.53 4.50
HISPANIC %ILE 35 34 39 40 40 3e 40 40

NUMBER TESTED 943 1049 1052 878 878 75 759 75
GE 5.59 5.51 5.52' 4.47 5.66 3.27 4.50 570

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 68 87 87 e2 70 86 70 71
NUMBER TESTED 2409 2198 1884 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

MAIM PROBLEMS
GE 4.94 4.83 4.77 3.87 4.80 2.89 4.00 4.82

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 50 48 55 49 53 55 50
NUMBER TESTED 4024 3994 3889 2010 2010 2488 2488 2488

GE 3.89 4.04 4.11 3.44 4.14 2.54 3.48 4.15
BLACK %ILE 28 29 31 38 31 40 38 32

NUMBER TESTED 873 749 731 004 604 527 527 527

GE 4.21 4.25 4.24 3.57 4.35 2.54 3.80 4.39
HISPANIC %ILE 33 34 34 42 37 41 42 38

NUMBER TCSTED 943 1048 1053 878 878 759 759 759

GE 5.55 5.39 5.37 4.45 5.42 3.35 4.50 8.46
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 70 88 85 89 07 87 70 08

NUMBER TESTED 2408 2197 1885 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

MATTFCOMPLITATTEIN--
GE 493 4.82 4.83 3.79 4.89 2.88 3.81 4.92

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 55 49 50 49 53 56 50 54
NUMBER TESTED 4025 3995 3667 2910 2910 2488 2486 2488

GE 4.31 4.39 4.48 3.51 4.50 2.63 3.51 4.50
BLACK %ILE 28 31 35 31 35 38 31 36

NUMBER TESTED 873 748 731 804 804 527 527 627

GE 4.52 4.50 4.55 3.61 4.60 2.79 3.53 4.04
HISPANIC %ILE 38 35 3e 37 40 50 38 41

NUMBER TESTED 944 1050 1052 878 878 759 759 759

GE 5.27 5.16 5.13 4.13 5.23 3.09 4.20 5.28
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 ee 65 68 89 70 70 71

NUMBER TESTED 2408 2197 1884 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

1 h
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL! DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE; 4
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.4 GR.4 GR.4

STUDENTS TESTED STUOENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR,4 ! GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 1 79-80 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL
GE 5 32 5.44 5.40 4.59 5.50 4.65 5.55

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 60 62 62 57 53 58 55

NUMBER TESTED 4010 3982 3652 2910 2910 2488 2488

GE 4.2D 4.62 4.78 3.95 4.86 4.00 4.90

BLACK %ILE 35 44 48 52 50 53 50

NUMBER TESTED 570 746 730 604 604 527 527

GE 4.51 4.77 4.84 4.01 4.94 4.07 5.01

HISPANIC/ %ILE 41 47 49 54 51 55 53

NUMBER TESTED 941 1042 1045 878 878 759 759

GE 5.04 6.05 5.01 5.23 &Lis 5.30 49.2s

ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 74 74 74 80 77 81 78

NUMBER TESTED 2399 2194 1876 1428 1428 1200 1200

GE 5.39 5.37 5.28 4.59 5.39 3.29 4.67 5.44

ALL STUDENTS %ItE 51 el 59 56 61 52 68 62

NUMBER TESTED 4027 4003 3667 2910 2910 2486 2486 2486

GE 4.46 4.74 4.87 4.20 4.91 2.22 4.29 4.98

BLACK %ILE 41 47 50 58 51 55 60 52

NUMBER TESTED 675 750 733 804 do4 527 527 527

GE 4.49 4.57 4.64 3.95 4.73, 2.65 4.00 4.80

HISPANIC %ILE 42 43 45 52 47 44 54 48

6-4 NUMBER TESTED 945 1051 1053 878 878 759 759 759

- GE 5.86 5.86 5.70 5.11 5.82 3.21 5.19 5.92

ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 71 71 57 75 71 75 77 72

NUMBER TESTED 2407 2202 1881 1428 1428 1200 1200 1200

GE 4.92 5.17 5.17 4.28 5.20 4.32 5.22

ALL STUDENTS %ILE
NUMBER

51
4024

56
4003

58
3667 2978 2970 TESTED

62
2486

57
2486

BLACK %Ia
4.03

30
4.42

39
4.55

42
3.88

51
4.55

44
3.91

51
4.65

44

NUMBER TESTED 672 748 732 604 604 527 527

GE 4.22 t4.62 4.71 3.87 4.74 3.89 4.57

HISPANIC %IN 35 43 46 51 46 51 50

NUMBER TESTE0 945 1052 1054 878 878 759 759

GE 5.60 5.73 5.63 4.91 5.85 4.99 5.21

ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 65 68 66 74 70 75 71

NUMBER TESTED 2407 2203 1881 1421 1428 1200 1200

PONLIUAIIUN
GE 5.65 5.88 5.81 5.13 5.98 5.18 6.00

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 66 70 69 77 72 78 73

NUMBER TESTED 4020 3996 3664 2910 2210 2485 2485

GE 4.40 4.97 5.03 4.21 5.08 4.23 5.10

BLACK %ILE 39 52 54 59 55 60 55

NUMBER TESTED 675 750 732 604 604 527 527

GE 4.79 5.36 5.38 4.57 5.42 4.64 5.45

HISPANIC %ILE 48 51 6: 67 62 68 83

NUMBER TESTED 941 1048 1052 878 878 759 759

GE 6.34 0.48 6.43 5.73 6.63 5.80 6.70

ANGLO/614ER %ILE 78 80 72 JIG 82 87 83

NUMBER TESTED 2404 2198 1880 1428 1428 1200 1200



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 4
DATE OF REPORT: UUNE. 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.4 GR.4 GR.4

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
71-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

USAGE
GE 5.36 5.27 5.26 4.41 5.46 4.46 5.48

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 57 57 eo so 61 61
NUMBER TESTED 4021 3994 3B65 2910 2910 2486 2486

GE 3.72 4.09 4.36 3.55 42 3.63 4.45
BLACK %ILE 31 37 41 44 42 45 43

NUMBER TESTED 674 749 732 504 604 527 527

GE 4.25 4.35 4.51 3.02 4.59 3.67 4.04
HISPANIC %ILE 39 41 44 45 45 46 45

NUMBER TESTED 942 1047 1052 878 878 759 759

GE 6.38 5.32 6.21 5.23 6.40 5.30 6.44
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE. 74 74 72 74 74 75 75

NUMBER TESTED 2405 2198 1881 1428 1428 1200 1200

WURK=STUOT-SKILIS-IIHAL
GE 5.06 5.06 5.01 4.01 5.06 4.03 5.11

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 57 55 57 57 57 58
NUMBER TESTED 4011 3993 3662 2910 2910 2486 2486

GE 3.92 4.03 4.31 3.44 4.38 3.47. 4.41
BLACK %ILE 28 31 38 40 40 41 41

NUMBER TESTED 671 750 732 604 604 527 527

GE 4.35 4.37 4.45 3.52 4.51 3.54 4.56
HISPANIC %ILE 39 39 41 42 43 43 44

NUMBER TESTED 939 1045 1052 878 878 759 759

1

r, GE
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE

5.70
72

5.74
73

5.66
71

4.59
72

5.75
74

4.69
74

5.86
76

NUMBER TESTED 2401 2198 1878 1428 1428 1200 1200

VISUAL MA1ERIALS
GE 5.00 4.98 493 3.94 4.88 3.97 5.00

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 55 54 53 54 54 55 55
NUMBER TESTED 4020 3997 3665 2910 2910 2486 2486

GE 3.78 3.27 4.21 3.37 4.30 3.38 4.31
BLACK %ILE 27 31 30 38 37 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 673 750 732 604 604 527 527

GE 4.27 4.30 4.37 3.50 4.42 3.53 4.44
HISPANIC %ILE 37 38 39 42 40 42 41

NUMBER TESTED 943 1048 1053 878 878 759 759

GE' 5.88 5.87 5.64 4.53 5.72 4.82 5.84
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 70 69 70 71 72 73

NUMBER TESTED 2404 2199 1880 1428 1428 1200 1200

REF T A
GE 5.03 4.99 4.98 4.01 5.02 4.04 5.17

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 56 55 54 55 55 57 59
NUMBER TESTED 4012 3993 3664 2910 2910 2486 2486

GE 4.02 4.18 4.34 3.43 4.44 3.45 4.48
BLACK %ILE 30 34 38 38 40 39 41

NUMBER TESTED 671 750 732 504 604 527 527

GE 4.38 4.35 4.50 3.50 4.56 3.80 4.64
HISPANIC %ILE 39 38 42 42 43 44 46

NUMBER TESTED 140 1045 1054 8711 878 759 758

GE 5.58 5.72 5.70 4.56 5.79 4.51 5.85
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 72 72 72 73 73 74

NUMBER TESTED 2401 2198 1878 1428 1428 1200 1200

I 76
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE ' ALL STUDENTS
GRAOE: 5 TESTED
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

COMPOSITE
GE

ALL STUDENTS %ILE
NUMBER TESTEO

BLACK

HISPANIC

GE
%ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
%ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
. ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

READING TOTAL

GR.5 GR.5 GR.5
79-80 80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 .GR.4 GR.5
79-EO 80-81 81-82

6 10 6.27 6.25
55 60 59

3724 3779 3817

5.02 5.03 5.24
32 32 37

601 843 716

5.20 5.37 5.50
38 40* 42
860 920 1004

6.77 7.02 6.93
71 76 74

2263 2216 2097

5.13 6.30
58 61

3215 3215

4.21 5.27
34 38
624 624

4.49 5.56
42 44
875 875

5.71 7.02
74 76

17le 1716

4.15 5.15 8.33
59 58 61

2820 2820 2820

3.44 4.22 5.29
38 34 38

554 554 554

3.54 4.49 5.54
41 42 43
777 777 777

4.65 5.82 7.07
73 75 77

1489 1489 1489

GE
ALL STUDENTS %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
BLACK %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
HISPANIC %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

VULABULARY

6.06 6.21 6.13
55 59 57

3725 3808 3858

4.85 4.85 5.00
26 25 29

602 647 724

5.08 5.21 5.24
31 35 35
860 933 1019'

6.82 7.04 6.92
72 76 74

2263 2228 2115

5.05 6.19
56 58

3215 3215

4.04 5.02
28 30

624 624

4.31 5.35
35 38
875 875

5.85 7.02
74 75

171e 1716

4.06 5.07 6.21
57 se 59

2820 2820 2820

3.25 4.03 5.06
33 28 31

554 554 554

3.41 4.32 5.31
37 35 37
777 777 777

4.65 5.87 7.05
73 75 78

1489 1489 1489

GE
ALL STUOENTS %ILE

NUMBER.TESTED

BLACK

HISPANIC

GE
%ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
%ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

6.08 6.17 8.11
58 58 57

3726 3809 3803

4.93 4.95 5.13
31 32 35
602 647 725

5.16 5.19 5.31
36 30 39

861 934 1019

6.85 6.94 6.89
73 74 73.

2263 2228 2118

5.08 6.15 4.08 5.09 6.17
57 58 58 58 58

3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

4.11 5.17 3.26 4.12 5.21
35 36 36 35 37

624 624 554 554 554

4.43 5.36 3.35 4.43 5.36
41 40 38 41 40

875 875 777 777 777

5.75 6 95 4 68 5.86 7.00
73 74 74 76 70

1716 1716 1489 1489 1489

READING CUMPRLHENSION
GE

ALL STUDENTS %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

GE
BLACK %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
HISPANIC %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GE
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

0.06 6.23 6.10
54 58 55

3725 3809 3866

4.79 4.73 4.92
28 27 31

602 647 726

5.01 5.23 5.14
33 37 35
seo 934 1023

6.79 7.00 6.85
69 72 70

2203 2228 2117

4.99 6 18 3.99 5.00 6.20
54 57 55 55 57

3215 3215 MO 2820 2820

3.95 4.92 3.27 3.94 4.96
30 31 36 29 32

624 624 554 554 554

4.27 5.21 3.44 4.27 5.18
38 37 40 37 36

875 875 777 777 777

5.81 6.97 4.58 5.84 7.01
72 72 70 72 73

1710 1718 1489 1489 1489

7'



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 5
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.5 GR 5 GR.5

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 7 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
79-80 80-81 51-82 50-81 51-82 79-50 8081 81-82

MATH TDTAL
GE 5.95 8.01 8.01 4.93 8.05 3.95 4.94 8.07

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 55 55 54 58 . 55 55 58

NUMBER TESTED 3715 3797 3552 3215 3215 2820 2520 2520

GE 5.03 5.07 5.23 4.25 5.24 3.42 4.27 5.28

BLACK WILE 29 30 34 33 35 35 33 35

NUMBER TESTED 801 845 724 824 824 554 554 554

GE 5.32 5.37 5.47 4.47 5.51 3.58 4.46 5.52

HISPANIC %ILE 37 38 41 40 42 41 39 42

NUMBER TESTED 555 928 1015 575 575 777 777 777

GE 6.19 8.68 8.81 5.43 8.70 4.41 5.47 6.75

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 87 72 71 e9 73 71 71 74

NUMBER TESTED 2282 2223 2113 1718 1718 1489 1489 1489

MATR-C6MCEPT5-------------
GE 5.95 8.11 8.02 5.08 8.15 3.99 5.08 8.18

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 58 54 55 57 55 56 57

NUMBER TESTED 3720 3795 3858 3215 3215 asni 2520 2520

GE 5.04 4.97 5,25 4.25 5.26 2.32 4.24 5_30

5LACK %ILE 29 27 34 33 34 33 33 35

NUMBER TESTED 802 849 725 624 824 554 554 554

GE 5.23 5.28 5.41 4.45 5.45 3.48 4.39 5.45

HISPANIC %ILE 34 34 35 39 39 35 37 39

NUMBER TESTED 855 925 1017 575 575 777 777 777

GE 8.83 8.58 8.81 5.82 0.90 4.53 5.67 6.95

ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 87 72 71 139 72 70 70 73

NUMBER TESTED 2263 2223 2114 1718 1718 1489 1489 1458

MATATFROBLEM5
GE 5.97 8.00 5.98 4.55 6.01 4.02 4.89 6.01

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 55 53 52 55 56 52 55

NUMBER TESTED 3718 3797 3555 3215 3215 2820 2520 2520

GE 4.82 4 79 4.95 4.10 4 P/ 3.45 4.11 6.00

BLACK %ILE 27 28 30 31 34 38 31 30

NUMBER TESTED 801 848 724 824 824 554 554 554

GE 5.27 5.27 5.23 4.42 5.30 3.81 4.41 5.29

HISPANIC %ILE 37 37 35 39 37 43 35 37

NUMBER TESTED 855 928 1018 575 575 777 777 777

GE 8 50 8.89 8.58 5.43 8.67 4.51 5.45 B.71

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 87 71 89 87 71 71 85 72

NUMBER TESTED 2282 2223 2115 1718 1718 1459 1489 1489

RATH tU!1JIAflUN
GE 5 97 8.02 8.03 4.85 6.07 3.57 4.89 8.07

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 56 57 53 55 54 53 55

NUMBER TESTED 3715 3801 3558 3215 3215 2820 2520 2520

GE 5 41 5.33 5.54 4 44 5.54 3.52 4.45 5.57

BLACK %ILE 34 31 39 33 39 32 34 40

NUMBER TESTED 601 849 724 824 824 554 554 554

GE 5.52 5.55 5.69 4.80 5.73 3.61 4.59 5.73

HISPANIC %ILE 38 39 43 39 45 37 39 45

NUMBER TESTED 855 925 1015 575 . 575 777 777 777

GE 8.38 8.45 8.44 5.22 8.52 4.19 5.25 8.55

ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 69 71 71 65 73 70 69 74

NUMBER TESTED 2262 2224 2114 1718 1718 1489 1489 1489
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL; DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE. 5
DATE OF REPORT. JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.5 GR.5 GR.5

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5

' STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
79-80 80-81 81-824 80-81 81-82__4 79-80 so-el 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL
GE 8 33 8 59 6.81 5.52 6.70 4.80 5.53 8.72

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 84 85 84 68 87 84 87
NUMBER TESTED 3711 3794 3849 3219 3215 2820 2320 2820

GE 5.24 5.33 5.69 4.71 5.71 3.88 4.75 5.73
BLACK %ILE 38 40 47 48 48 50 47 48

NUMBER TESTED 800 844 723 824 824 554 554 554

GE 5.33 5 81 5.86 4.90 5.92 3.89 4.92 5.91
HISPANIC %ILE 40 46 51 51 62 50 51 51

NUMBER TESTED 853 928 1016 875 875 777 777 777

GE 7.07 7 36 7.31 6.17 7.44 5.15 8.23 7.49
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 73 78 77 78 79 80

NUMBER TESTED 2258 2224 2110 1718 1718 14a 1478; 1489

SPELLING

ALL STUDENTS
GE

%ILE
8.29

58
8.42

81
810 5.45

63
6.48

62
4.47

84
5.48

83
6.48

62
NUMBER TESTED 3724 3809 3887 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 5.54 5.58 5.90 4.84 5.114 4.06 4.96 6.01
BLACK %ILE 44 45 51 49 51 65 52 53

NUMBER TESTED 802 847 728 824 624 554 554 554

GE 5.34 5.58 5.82 4.74 5.69 3.85 4.75 5.70
HISPANIC %ILE 40 45 48 47 47 50 47 48

NUMBER TESTED 859 934 1023 875 175 777 777 777

GE 8.84 8.88 6.61 5.90 8.90 4.93 5.92 6.97
ANGLO/OTHER

NU
%ILE

MBER TESTED
65

2283
89

2228
68

2118
71

1716
69

1716
72

1489
72

1489
70

1419

LAPIIALICATION
GE 5.73 8.15 6.46 5.21 6.51 4.28 5.22 6.52

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 55 81 57 82 81 57 62
NUMBER TESTED 3723 3807 3887 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 4.84 5.04 5.31 4.45 5.37 3.74 4.83 5.42
BLACK %ILE 30 34 39 40 40 47 44 41

NUMBER TESTED 601 846 728 624 624 554 554 554

GE 4.85 5.28 5.88 4.72 5.72 3.70 4 /1 5.71
HISPANIC %ILE 31 39 46 4' 47 48 4V 47

NUMBER TESTED 860 933 1024 ',6 875 777 777 777

GE 8.85 7.13 7.17 5.87 7.27 4.85 6.90 7.40
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 84 72 72 70 74 73 70 75

NUMBER TESTED 2282 2228 2115 1718 1718 1489 1489 1489

gUNLIUAIIUN
GE 6 84 7.15 7.18 5.97 7.23 5.06 5.98 7.23

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 84 73 73 72 74 76 72 74
NUMBER TESTED 3722 3807 3884 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 5 .19 5.71 6.10 5.07 8.17 4.07 5.11 6.18
BLACK %ILE 43 48 55 55 58 56 56 58

NUMBER TESTED 801 848 728 624 824 554 554 554

GE 5.82 8.15 6.50 8.42 6.60 4.37 5.43 6.61
HISPANIC %ILE 48 55 82 62 64 63 62 84

NUMBER TESTED 857 931 1018 875 875 777 777 777

GE 7.48 7.84 7.81 6.58 8.09 5.67 8.82 8.12
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 78 83 82 61 88 85 82 as

NUMBE2 TESTED 2284 222 8 2118 1716 1718 1489 1489 1489



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS DF DASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE ALL STUDENTS STUDENTS TESTED : STUDENTS TESTED
GRADE: 5 TESTED

DATE OF REPDRT: JUNE. 1982
THE LAST 2 YEARS ' THE LAST 3 YEARS

1

GR.5 GR.5
79-80 80-81

GR.5
81-82

GR.4 GR.5 I GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
80-81 81-82 ' 79-80 80-al 81-82

USAGE
GE 8 49 8.53 8.53 5.47 8.88 4.46 5.49 8.78

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 80 80 80 81 61 81 83
NUMBER TESTED 3719 3808 3864 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 4.78 493 5.27 4.18 5.30 3.41 4.19 5.30
BLACK %ILE 33 35 40 ws 41 41 38 41

NUMBER TESTED 801 849 727 624 824 554 554 554.

GE 5.20 5.33 5.81 4.58 5.08 3.05 4.58 5.63
HISPANIC %ILE 39 41 48 45 47 46 45 48

NUMBER TESTED 858 929 1019 vs 875 777 777 777

GE 7.44 7.54 7.49 8.09 7.55 5.18 8.42 7.74
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 73 74 74 74 74 73 75 77

NUMBER TESTED 2282 2228 2118 1718 1718 ti1488 1489 1489

1WUKK-SlUOY SKILLS TOTAL
AGE 8.15 6.35 8.31 5.15 8.37 4.08 5.10 8.40

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 82 82 59 83 59 59 64
kUMBER TESTED 3716 3808 3882 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 5.05 5.04 5.29 4.14 5.33 3.35 4.18 5..37
BLACK %ILE 34 30 39 34 40 37 34 41

NUMBER TESTED 600 849 728 824 824 554 554 554

GE 5.39 5.47 5.85 4.55 5.73 3.59 4.55 5.71
HISPANIC %ILE 41 43 47 44 48 44 44 48

NUMBER TESTED 858 930 1020 875 vs 777. 777 777

GE 8.73 7.03 8.97 sAls 7.07 4.85 5.90 7.11
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 70 77 78 70 78 74 78 78

NUMBER TESTED 2260 2227 2118 1718 1718 1489 1489 1489

VISUAL TIAILRIALS-
GE 5.97 6.28 8.28 5.04 8.32 4.03 5.10 8.34

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 59 59 56 60 58 57 81
NUMBER TESTED 3716 3808 3888 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 4.78 4.86 5.10 4.03 5.13 3.27 4.03 5.18
BLACK %ILE 29 31 35 32 35 34 32 38

NUMBER TESTED BOO 849 728 624 824 554 554 554

GE 5 14 5.34 5.50 4.44 5.87 3.53 4.44 585
HISPANIC %ILE 35 39 44 41 48 42 41 40

NUMBER TESTED Ilse 930 1020 675 675 777 777 777

GE 8.85 7.00 8.99 5.78 7.04 4.80 5.58 7.18
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 87 74 74 72 75 72 78 77

NUMBER TESTED 2260 2227 2118 1718 17Its 1489 1489 1489

REFERENCE RATERITES
GE 8.25 8.37 0.34 5.17 6.39 4.019 5.19 6.40

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 59 81 80 80 81 se 60 82
NUMBER TESTED 3718 3807 3882 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

GE 5.27 5.19 5.39 4.28 5.42 3.39 4.28 5.48
BLACK %ILE 37 vs 40 38 41 37 30 42

NUMBER TESTED 800 849 726 624 824 554 554 554

GE 5.57 5.07 5.65 4.58 5.71 3.60 4.58 5.70
HISPANIC %ILE 44 48 45 43 47 44 43 47

NUMBER TESTED 858 930 1020 875 875 777 777 777

GE 8.7a 7.04 6.97 3.79 7.15 4.55 5.133 7.19
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 70 75 74 73 77 72 74 78

NUMBER TESTED 2282 2228 2118 1718 1718 1489 1489 1489

mum or as sr um maw gm sir as sta ow as mos
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL OISTRICTWIDE ' ALL STUDENTS ' STUDENTS TESTED STUDENTS TESTED
GRADE: a TESTED THE LAST 2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

DATE OF REPORT. JUNE, 1982
GR.6 GR.6 GR.6 GR.5 GR.6 GR.4 GR.5 GR.6
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81

COMPOSITE
GE e.92 7.16 7.29 6.37 7.40 5.20 6.39 7,43

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 58 GO 62 62 80 63 63
NUMBER TESTED 3489 3529 3712 3144 3144 2776' 2776 2770

GE 55g 5.88 0.03 5.18 6.07 4.13 v.19 6.08
BLACK %ILE 25 31 34 38 35 32 36 35

NUM8ER TESTED 558 602 613 553 553 483 493 403

GE 5.82 6.22 6.36 5.51 8.44 4.40 5.54 6.40
HISPANIC %ILE 30 38 41 43 42 40 43 43

NUMBER TESTED 840 873 909 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.73 7.93 8.01 7.12 8.17 5.112 7.20 8.27
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 09 73 75 78 78 77 79 79

NUMBER TESTED 2081 2054 2190 1808 1806 1582 1582 1502

RLAUINu IUTAL
GE 6.95 7.14 7.25 6.30 7.38 5.10 8.33 7.40

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 57 59 01 al 59 61 62
NUMBEo TESTED 3490 3557 3750 3144 3144 2776 2776 2776

GE 5.39 5.78 5.84 5.02 5.93 4.02 5.04 5.95
BLACK %ILE 20 27 28 211 30 28 30 30

NUM8ER TESTED 568 607 623 553 553 493 4103 493

GE 5.68 8.01 8.19 5.38 0.26 4.24 5.40 6.28
HISPANIC %ILE 26 32 38 38 38 33 39 38

NUMBER TESTED 840 884 92, 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.77 8.01 8.04 7.13 8.21 5.118 7.20 8.27
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 69 74 74 78 77 77 711 78

NUMBER TESTED 2082 2066 2208. ma 1806 1562 11 82 1562

VOCABULARY
GE 6 98 7.09 7.17 8.23 7.27 5.12 8.24 7.37

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 55 57 59 58 58 511 61
NUMBER TESTED 3491 3557 3755 3144 3144 2776 2776 2770

GE 5.48 5.09 8.87 5.02 5.93 4.12 5.03 5.93
BLACK %ILE 26 30 33 33 34 35 33 34

NURSER TESTED 568 607 023 553 553 483 4113 483

GE 5.60 5.95 0.02 5.30 6.13 4.23 5.30 6.15
HISPANIC %ILE 28 34 35 38 37 37 39 38

NUMBER TESTED 841 884 924 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.72 7.89 7.89 7.07 8.09 5.92 7.11 8.15
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 68 71 71 77 75 77 78 76

NUMBER TESTED 2082 2069 2208 1808 1806 1582 1562 1502

tAUINU CUMPRLHLNSION
GE 6.83 7.10 7.25 6.7, 7.37 5.08 6.32 7.40

ALL :JUDENTS %ILE 52 57 59 40 00 56 60 61
NUMBER TESTED 3490 3558 3756 3144 3144 2776 2776 2776

GE 5.37 5.74 5.86 4.85 5.99 3.94 4.94 0.01
BLACK %ILE 24 30 32 211 34 29 31 34

NUMBER TESTED 568 nos 624 553 553 493 483 493

GE 5.73 0.12 6.20 5.40 6.34 4.12 5.44 6.30
HISPANIC %ILE 30 36 38 41 40 33 41 41

NUMBER TESTED 840 884 923 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.74 8.02 8.08 7.16 8.24 0.03 7.22 8.37
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 72 73 78 78 76 77 78

NUMBER TESTED 2062 2000 2209 1800 1806 1562 1562 1562

bi



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL. VISTRICTWIDE 1 ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 8 ' TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982 1

GR 6 GR.6
1-
79-80 80-81

: STUDENTS
' TUE LAST
1

GR.6 ! GR.5
81-82 ; 80-81

TESTED
2 YEARS

GR.8
81-82

I STUOENTS TESTED I

THE LAST 3 YEARS '

1

GR.4 GR.5 GR.6 1

79-80 80-81 81-82 I

MATH TOTAL
GE 7.00 7 07 7.10 5.10 7.18 5.05 6.13 7.22

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 57 58 57 50 58 68 61
NUMBER TESTED 3479 3557 3744 3144 3144 2776 2778 2776

GE 5.83 5.89 6.02 5.19 6.02 4.21 5.20 6.01
BLACK %ILE 27 28 31 33 31 31 34 31

NUMBER TESTED 568 609 620 653 553 493 493 493

GE 6.15 6.29 5.37 5.44 6.44 4.54 5.4S 8.43
HISPANIC %ILE 35 37 40 40 41 42 40 41

NUMBER TESTED C42 884 922 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.67 7.70 7.75 6.77 7.89 5.64 6.84 7.99
ANGLO/OTHER VILE 71 71 72 74 75 75 76 77

NUMBER TESTED 2069 2054 2202 1806 1808 1562 1552 1552

PAM UUNCLPTS
GE 7.19 7.24 7.29 6.19 7.40 5.15 5.20 7.41

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 56 57 58 57 BO 58 58 61
NUMBER TESTED 3479 3560 3747 3144 3144 2776 2770 2778

GE 5.80 5.85 6.05 5.08 B.09 4.14 5.10 6.07
BLACK %ILE 27 28 32 30 32 30 31 32

NUMBER TESTED 568 609 620 553 653 493 493 493

GE 5.95 6.13 6.25 5.32 5.31 4.45 5.32 5.31
HISPANIC %ILE 29 33 35 38 38' 39 33 37

NUMBER TESTED 842 885 923 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7 94 8.03 7.99 5.95 8.14 5.72 7.04 8.24
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 72 71 74 74 71 75 76

NUMBER TESTED 2089 2066 2204 1800 1800 1562 1562 1562

RATH' morns-
GE 5.88 6.92 6.95 6.07 7.01 4.99 6 09 7.04_F

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 52 53 56 54 55 57 54
NUMBER TESTED 3481 3560 3747 3144 3144 2770 2776 2775

GE 5 58 5.38 5.80 4.96 5.80 4.06 4.99 5.81
BLACK %ILE 25 22 29 30 29 30 30 29

NUMBER TESTED 568 610 620 553 553 493 493 493

GE
HISPANIC %ILE

6.02
33

6.26
38

5.12
35

5.35
3a

5.17
35

4.37
38

5.37
39

0.16
35

NUMBER TESTED 844 884 923 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.52 7.58 7.59 6.76 7.77 5.72 6.83 7.88
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 65 67 57, 73 71 75 75 73

NUMBER TESTED 2069 2066 2204 1805 1806 1562 1562 1562

RATH LUMPUTATTUN
GE 7 09 7.10 7.15 0.09 7.21 5.05 5.11 7.24

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 57 57 59 59 B1 61 60 52
NUMBER TESTED 3482 3560 3747 3144 3144 2775 2775 2775

GE 5.37 5.39 6.49 5.44 5.50 4.41 5.44 6.50
BLACK %ILE 36 26 39 35 39 32 35 39

NUMBER TESTED 588 810 620 553, 653 493 493 493

GE 6.51 5.03 5.511 5.51 0.81 4.57 5.59 0.81
HISPANIC %ILE 40 43 45 41 49 42 40 49

NUMBER TESTED 844 885 922 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.54 7.65 7.57 6.52 7.75 5.39 5.55 7.85
ANGLO/DTHER 72 72 73 73 77 74 77 79

NUMBER TES'r.0 2070 2005 2205 1806 1806 1562 1562 1562
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCH001. DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
ORME;

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

' STUDENTS
THE LAST

TESTED i STUDENTS TESTED
2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

DATE or REPORT JUNE 1982
1

GR.6 GR.8 GR.6 GR.5 GR.6 'GR.4 GR.5 GR.6
79-80 80-8181-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81

LANGUAGE TOTAL
GE 7.12 7.47 7.85 8.71 7.81 5.45 8.77 7.88

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 80 63 67 66 82 88 67

NUMBER TESTED 3470 3540 3740 3144 3144 2778 2776 2770

GE 5.78 6.31 8.38 5.50 6.49 4.42 5.51 8.49

BLACK %ILE 31 40 41 43 43 39 44 '43

NUMBER TESTED 586 804 819 553 553 493 493 493

SE 5.98 8.44 8.70 5.74 6.85 4.66 5,77 6.85
HISPANIC %ILE 35 42 47 48 49 45 49 50

NUMBER TESTED 834 876 220 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.90 8.28 8.35 7.47 8.53 8.21 7.57 8.60
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 88 74 75 79 78 77. 81 79

NUMBER TESTED 2070 2060 2201 1808 1806 1562 1582 1562

SPELLINIa
GE 7.03 7.33 7.33 6.50 7.48 5.48 8.53 7.51

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 58 58 83 61 63 83 61

NUMBER TESTED 3491 3553 3758 3144 3144 2778 2776 2776

GE 6.27 6.81 8.79 5.84 8.92 4.7: 5.84 8.95
BLACK %ILE 41 49 48 50 51 50 52

NUMBER TESIEO 569 S07 823 553 553 493 493 493

GE 8.12 8.58 8.65 5.79 8.81 4.65 5.F2 8.82

HISPANIC %ILE 38 45 47 41 49 45 50 50
NUMBER TESTED 840 882 925 785 785 721 721 721

1

a ANGLO/OTHER
GE

%ILE
7.52

02
7.78 7.80
65 68

7.07
72

8.02
70

5.96
72

7.12 8.08
73 71

NUMBER TESTED 2082 2084 2208 1806 1808 1562 1562 1582

3.

CAPIT LILATION
GE 6.08 7.36 7.45 6.32 7.67 5.09 8.45 7.88

AL- STUDENTS %ILE 47 58 59 58 62 54 80 82
NUMBER TESTEG 3496 3554 3755 3144 3144 2778 2778 2776

,GE 5.27 5.87 8.03 6.15. 6.14 4.22 5.15 8.15

BLACK %ILE 25 34 37 37 38 35 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 569 608 824 553 553 493 493 493

GE 5.70 8.01 8.39 6.47 8.81 4.40 5.50 6.59

HISPN %ILE 32 38 42 42 46 38 43 46

NUMBER TESTED 845 882 924 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.45 11.04 8.38 7.22 8.84 5.74 7.29 8.69

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 59 87 72 73 75 88 74 76

NUMBER TESTED 2082 2064 2207 1808 1808 1582 1582 1582

PINICTUATIUN
GE 7.42 7.80 8.00 7.20 8.22 5.70 7.24 8.24

ALL STUOENTS SUE 59 84 88 73 71 87 74 .171

NUMBER TESTED 3488 3658 3753 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

GE 5.98 8.53 8.70 5.85 6.87 4.55 5.88. 6.96

BLACK %ILE 38 44 48 50 50 43 51 51

NUMBER TESTED 570 807 620 553 553 493 493 493

GE er.41 6,88 7.14 6.30 7.32 5.07 8.39 7.35

HISPANIC %ILE 43 50 54 58 57 55 80 58

NUMBER TESTED 845 882 924 785 785 721 721 721

GE 8.27 8.64 8.85 8.03 9.07 6.54 8.12 9.17

ANGLO/OTHER %gLE 71 77 80 85 83 81 88 84

NUMBER TESTED 2075' 2069 2209 1808 MOO 1582 1562 1582
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AUSTIN INOEPENOEW SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMEMT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE 1 ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 8 I TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982 I

I GR.6 GR.8

1 STUDENTS TESTED
I THE LAST 2 YEARS
1

GR.8 I GR.5 GR.6

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5 GRAS
79-80 80-51 81-82 ; 30-31 81-52 7S-80 50-31 31-82

USAGE
GE 7.21 7.48 7.84 6.79 7.88 5.52 8.31 7.91

ALL STUDENTS '%ILE 55 59 81 63 84 81 64 65
:NUMBER lESTED 3485 3559 3755 3144 3144 2778 2776 2778

GE 5.33 5.78 5.99 5.15 8.07 4.03 5.17 8.11
BLACK %ILE 28 35 37 38 39 36 39 39

NUMBER TESTED 589 607 821 553 553 493 493 493

GE 5.71 8.13 8.34 5.44 8.58 4.42 5.55 8.60
HISPANIC %ILE 34 39 42 43 48 42 45 48

NUMBER TESTED 843 583 ,925 785 785 721 721 721

GE 8.38 3.53 8.81 7.78 8.91 8.54 7.82 8.98
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 73 74 78 78 77 79 78

NUMBER TESTED 207a 2089 2209 1808 1808 1582 1582 1582

WUR -STUDY SKILLS TUIAL
GE 8.35 7.07 7.23 8.43 7.38 5.16 8.48 7.41

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 53 57 81 84 83 69 85 84
NUMBER TESTED 3483 3558 3752 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

GE 5.72 5.70 5.97 5.18 8.07 4.13 5.19 8.08
BLACK %ILE 29 23 33 38 35 34 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 570 808 820 553 553 493 493 493

GE 5.34 8.29 8.44 5.60 8.54 4.49 5.61 6.57
HISPANIC SILE 30 40 43 48 45 43 48 40

NUMBER TESTED 841 883 925 786 785 721 721 721

GE 7.82 7.34 7.98 7.13 8.13 5.88 7.20 8.24
ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 83 71 73 79 78 78 80 78

NUMBER TESTED 2072 2089 2207 1808 1808 1582 1582 1582

VISUAL MAlERIALS
GE 6.72 8.97 7.31 8.33 7.38 5.18 8.35 7.48

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 48 52 53 61 59 59 81 81
NUMBER TESTED 3485 3559 3758 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

GE 5.32 5.33 5.73 4.97 5.89 3.98 4.99 5.89
BLACK %ILE 23 23 30 32 32 31 33 32

NUMBER TESTED 570 808 821 553 553 493 493 493

GE 5 71 8.07 8.38 5.39 8.42 4.33 5.39 8.44
HISPANIC %ILE 29 36 41 40 42 38 40 43

NUMBER TESTED 843 883 926 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.52 7.84 7.98 7.15 8.18 5.91 7.18 8.29
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 82 69 71 77 75 75 77 77

NUMBER TESTED 2072 2070 2209 1808 1808 1582 1582 1582

REFERENCE MAlERIALS
GE 8 95 7.12 7.30 8.43 7.47 5.20 8.47 7.50

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 55 53 82 62 80 83 82
NUMBER TESTED 3486 3559 37'..3 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

GE 5.92 6.07 8.18 5.42 8.22 4.25 5.43 8.23
BLACK %ILE 33 35 37 41 38 35 41 38

NUMBER TESTED 570 807 u, 553 553 493 493 493

GE 6.01 8.41 6.58 S.77 8.74 4.54 5.78 8.77
HISPANIC %ILE 34 42 45 48 48 43 48 49

NUMBER TESTED 843 883 925 785 785 721 721 721

GE 7.79 7.93 8.08 7.1a 8.22 5.79 7.24 8.33
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 87 70 73 77 75 73 78 77

NUMBER TESTED 2072 2089 2203 1800 1800 1582 1582 1582
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 7
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

CR.5 OR.8 GR.7
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 7.57 7.89 8.03 7.11 8.06 6.08 7.15 8.11

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 49 55 58 57 5 55 58 60
NUMBER TESTED 3895 3848 3782 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 5.88 8.43 6.83 5.85 6.71 5.07 5.90 5.75
BLACK %ILE 20 28 32 30 34 33 31 35

NUMBER TESTED 821 601 839 559 559 489 489 489

GE 6.23 8.72 6.88 6.19 5.84 5.23 6.24 6.97
HISPANIC %ILE 25 34 37 37 37 37 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 953 918 894 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.57 8.74 8.88 7.94 8.93 6.83 7.99 8.98
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 88 71 74 73 75 72 74 76

NUMBER TESTED 2321 2129 2229 1796 1796 1604 1604 1604

REAUING MAL
GE 7.82 7.82 7.94 7.09 8.00 6.01 7.15 8.05

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 49 52 54 56 56 53 58 57
rUMBER TESTE0 3898 3714 3885 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 5.89 8.25 8.47 5.74 6.55 4.91 5.81 6.61
BLACK %ILE 19 25 28 27 30 27 28 31

NUMBER TESTED 822 813 885 55$ 559 488 459 489

!....-1 GE 8.13 8.49 6.71 5.98 8.82 5.08 6.00 6.85
)-4 HISPANIC %ILE 23 29 33 31 34 31 32 34
1-4 NUMBER TESTED 954 938 934 785 785 715 715 715
I

1...) GE 8.81 8.74 8.80 8.00 8.88 6.84 8.06 8.95w ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 87 71 71 74 73 72 75 73
NUMBER TESTED 2322 2183 2288 1796 1796 1604 1604 1C04

VUCABULART
GE 7.02 7.85 7.95 7.03 7.98 6.03 7.08 8.05

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 55 57 E4 58 55 55 59
NUMBER TESTED 3898 3718 3878 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 5.82 8.25 8.48 5.64 6.88 4.97 5.78 5.57
BLACK %ILE 21 27 30 29 32 32 31 33

NUMBER TESTED 822 813 888 559 559 489 459 489

GE 8.02 8.35 8.59 5.93 6.72 5.10 5.95 8.74
HISPANIC %ILE 23 29 32 34 34 38 34 35

NUMBER TESTED 954 939 938 785 785 715 715 715

GE 6.89 8.85 8.88 7.88 8.93 8.87 7.91 8.28
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 72 72 71 73 73 72 74

NUMBER TESTED 2322 2184 2270 17118 1798 1804 1804 1004

REAU1NG LUMPREHENSIUN
GE 7.58 7.75 7.88 7.12 7.94 6.03 7.18 7.98

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 49 52 54 58 55 53 57 58
NUMBER TESTED 3899 3717 3887 3140 3140 2806 2808 2808

GE 5.90 8.31 8.49 5.70 6.84 4.83 5.74 8.72
BLACK %ILE 22 28 31 '29 34 29 30 35

NUMBER TESTED 823 814 888 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.13 8.59 8.82 8.12 6.91 5.01 6.14 6.92
HISPANIC %ILE 28 33 37 38 39 33 38 39

NUMBER TESTED 954 938 935 785 785 T15 715 715

GE a.ss 8.62 8.70 8.02 8.80 6.83 8.07 a.ns
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 05 67 88 72 70 70 73 71

NUMBER TESTED 2322 2185 2288 1796 17ga 1604 1604 1E04
,
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DiSTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA 1ESTS Of BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICT410E ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 7 TESTED

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE: 1987
GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

SlUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

cal.n GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GRA GR.7
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH TOTAL
GE 7 74 7.88 7.92 7.04 7.98 5.94 7.08 8.02

'ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 54 55 57 56 53 58 57
NUMBFA TESTED 3888 3897 3544 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 0.33 6.72 8.71 5.91 8.79 5.07 5.94 8.84
BLACK %ILE 22 30 30 28 31 30 29 32

NUMBER TESTED 821 501 884 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.78 7.03 7.14 5.27 7.22 5.34 8.30 7.24HISPAN/C %ILE 31 35 38 37 40 37 38 40NUMBER TESTED 955 935 924 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.57 8.58 8.59 7.70 8.65 8.58 7.75 8.70ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 69 70 70 71 72 89 73 73
NUMBER TESTED 2310 2155 2258 1795 1796 1804 1604 1804

MAIM LUNUEP1S
GE 7.88 8.04 8.04 7.21 8.09 5.83 7.24 8.14

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 55 58 58 57 59 50 57 80NUMBER TESTED 3892 3701 3849 3140 3140 2608 2808 2808

GE 8.37 6.88 8.73 5.86 6.83 5.09 5.89 5.87BLACK %ILE 25 31 32 28 34 30 28 35NUMBER TESTED 823 807 585 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.58 7.07 7.03 5.12 7.13 5 25 8.14 7.14HISPANIC %ILE 29 39 38 33 40 34 33 40
NUMBER TESTED 959 938 928 785 785 715 715 715

GE a 92 8.92 8.90 8,03 8.98 6.i0 8.09 9.04
ANGLO/DTHER %/LE 73 73 72 72 74 68 73 75

NUMBER TESTED 2310 2158 2258 179E1 1798 1804 1604 1804

RATH reuHLER5--------
GE 7.66 7.80 7.85 8.89 7.91 5.95 5.92 7.98ALL STUOENTS %ILE 51 53 55 51 58 53 52 57

NUMBER TESTED 3893 3701 3851 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 8.10 8.31 6.40 5.38 8.47 4.84 5.44 6.49
BLACK %ILE 24 27 29 22 30 27 23 30

NUMBER TESTED 823 608 885 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.74 5.98 7.14 8.12 7.21 5.29 8.18 7.22HISPAN/C %ILE 34 38 41 35 42 37 36 42
NUMBER TESTED 957 937 927 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.42 8.46 8.51 7.58 8.58 8.54 7.82 8,52
ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 68 8- 88 57 89 88 87 70

NUMBER TESTED 2313 21EJ 2259 1798 1798 1504 1004 1604

MATH LUMPU ATIUN
GE 7.91 7.95 8.00 7.08 8.07 6.01 7.11 8.09

AU. STUDENTS %ILE 50 60 81 57 62 58 58 53
'NUMBER TESTED 3895 3702 3848 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE e.94 7.28 7.29 8.36 7.38 5.45 8.38 7.48_
BLACK %ILE 34 42 42 35 45 35 36 47NUMBER TESTED 824 BOB 888 559 559 489 489 489

GE 7.28 7.42 7.43 6.62 7.58 5.53 6.85 7.61
HISPANIC %ILE 42 48 47 43 49 38 44 51NUMBER TESTED 957 939 925 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.37 8.41 8.44 7.54 8.51 8.45 7.60 8.615
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 71 72 73 72 75 71 73 7e

NUMBER TESTED 2314 2155 2257 1798 1798 1804 1804 1804
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 7
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

STUOENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.5 GR.7

' STUDENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.6 GR.7
79-60 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL
GE 7.67 8.15 8.42 7.42 8.50 5.30 7.50 8.57

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 57 62 60 '33 59 61 54

NUMBER TESTEO 3856 3585 3814 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 6.88 0.53 e.7 6.22 7.09 5.28 6.32 7.29

BLACK %ILE 24 35 40 39 42 39 41 45

NUMBER TESTEO 613 609 552 559 559 489 489 489

GE 6.32 aim 7.19 6.41 7.35 5.31 8.52 7.40

HISPANIC %ILE 31 38 43 42 45 40 44 40

NUMBER TESTED 939 927 815 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8 73 11.03 9.22 8.27 .34 7.14 8.33 9.42

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 71 74 74 76 74 75 77

NUMBER TESTED 2304 2149 2247 171111 1796 1804 1604 1604

SVELLINU
GE 7.57 7.91 8,13 7.31 8.22 8.31 7.34 8.27

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 50 55 57 58 58 59 58 50

NUMBER TESTED 3895 3713 3857 2140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 6.15 6.91 7.24 8.75 7.42 5.50 8.88 7.59

BLACK %ILE 28 40 45 48 48 45 51 50

NUMBER TESTED a23 514 555 558 558 488 489 489

1-4 GE 6.48 7.04 7.26 11.55 7.44 5.34 B.58 7.48

o.--1 HISPANIC %ILE 34 42 45 45 48 40 45 48

,..1 NUMBER TESTED 952 935 31 785 785 715 715 715

I

N.) GE 8.31 8.82 8.82 7.83 8.58 8.80 7.95 8.73

Ln ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 00 53 55 66 BB 58 58 67

NUMBER TESTEO 2320 2184 2281 1786 1798 1604 1004 1504

CAPIJALILA1IDN
GE 7.33 7.87 8.39 7.18 8.58 6.72 7.36 caa

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 54 60 55 52 47 58 53

NUMBER TESTEO 3901 3715 3857 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

GE 5.58 6.35 8.50 5.02 8.78 4.85 5.93 8.94

BLACK %ILE 22 32 38 33 39 30 35 41

NUMBER TESTED 625 814 688 559 659 488 409 489

GE 5.82 6.47 7.03 6.00 7.19 4.92 6.05 7.2e

HISPANIC %ILE 25 34 42 36 45 32 37 40

NUMBER TESTED 956 936 933 785 785 713 716 715

GE 8 51 8.92 9..35 8.04 8.55 Lao 8.15 9.83

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 81 ea 72 67 75 67 88 70

NUMBER TESTED 2320 2165 2288 1796 1796 1804 1604 1804

PUTICTITATTIN--
GE 7.96 8.48 8.58 7.74 8.61 8.62 7.93 8.90

ALL STUDENTS ZILE 56 82 65 B3 87 64 Br 68

NUMBER TESTED 3896 3714 3856 3140 3140 2808 2806 2808

GE 6.30 6.93 7.22 6.47 7.33 5.51 6.60 7.45

%ILE 31 40 44 43 48 44 45 47
.BLACK

NUMBER USTE0 62B 513 663 559 559 489 489 489

GE, 8.80 7.34 7.48 B.78 7.80 5.58 B.87 7.58

HISPANIC %ILE 38 45 48 49 49 45 50 50

NUMBER TESTEO 955 940 927 785 785 715 716 715

GE 9.03 9.43 9.48 8.85 P.155 7.51 8.73 9-73

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 78 75 77 79 78 78 80

NUMBER TESTED 2315 2181 2288 1796 1796 1804 1604 1804
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AUSTIN INnEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PRDFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 7
DATE DF REPORT: JUNE, 1962

I ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7
79-80 80-81

GR.7
81-62

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7
80-81 81-62

1 STUOENTS TESTED I

THE LAST' 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.8 GR.7
79-80 80-81 81-82

USAGE
GE 7.75 6.14 6.42 7.45 6.49 8.48 7 4 6.58

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 5/ 80 59 81 59 .9 83
NUMBER TESTED 3898 3717 3657 3140 3140 2606 )6 2806

GE 5.89 8.23 8.85 5.89 8.83 4.93 5.80 8.98
BLACK %ILE 25 31 37 33 39 35 35 41

NUMBER TESTED 825 814 683 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.05 8.82 7.02 8.07 7.16 5.19 8.28 7.24
HISPANIC %ILE 29 38 42 39 44 39 41 45

NUMBER TESTED 958 940 926 785 785 715 715 715

. GE 9.02 9.29 9.40 6.80 9.53 7.48 6.82 9.60
ANGLO/OTHER ; %ILE 86 71 73 74 74 73 74 75

NUMBER TESTED 2315 2183 2288 1798 1798 1804 1604 1804

WORK-5WD SKILLS IMAL
GE 7.35 773 7.84 7.05 7.94 8.13 7,12 7.99

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 45 52 53 58 55 57 58 58
NUMBER TESTED 3894 3711 3857 3140 3140 2806 2806 2808

GE 5.98 8 40 8.43 5.81 6.58 5.10 5.84 8.58
BLACK %ILE 21 26 29 27 31 35 27 31

NUMBER TESTED 624 814 883 559 559 489 489 489

GE 6,25 8.70 8.73 8.28 8.87 5.41 6.29 8.92
HISPANIC %ILE 28 33 33 40 38 42 40 37

NUMBER TESTED 984 937 926 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.42 8.89 8.81 7.85 8.93 8.82 7.93 9.01
ANGLO/011-mR %ILE 64 88 70 72 72 72 73 74

NUMBER TESTED 2318 2180 2268 1798 1798 1804 1604 1604

VISUAL MATERIALS
GE 7.49 7.90 6.03 8.95 6.12 5.93 7.00 8.18

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 48 55 57 52 56 52 53 59
NUMBER TESTED 3894 3715 3880 3140 3140 2606 2806 2806

GE 5.99 6 49 8.42 5.31 8,54 4.61 8.34 8.82
BLACK %ILE 24 31 30 23 32 30 23 33

MASER TESTED 624 814 684 559 559 489 489 489

GE 8.32 8.84 8.92 8.08 7.01 5.15 8.07 7.04
HISPANIC %ILE 29 37 38 38 40 35 38 40

NUMBER TESTED 954 937 929 785 765 715 715 715

GE 6.41 6.75 8.94 7.64 9.09 8 78 7.90 9.15
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 83 89 73 69 75 70 70 78

NUMBER TESTED 2318 2164 2287 1798 1798 1604 1804 1804

REFERENCE -101ERIALS
GE 7,56 7.82 7.91 7.10 8.00 6.25 7.13 8.08

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 49 53 55 54 57 58 55 58
NUMBER TESTED 3897 3713 3881 3140 3140 2608 2808 2808

GE 6.07 8.48 8.53 5.99 8.88 5.38 8.07 6.71
BLACK %ILE 25 31 32 34 34 40 35 35

NUMBER TESTED 825 614 884 559 559 469 469 489

GE 8.24 8.79 8.91 8.41 7.05 5.80 8.43 7.08
HISPANIC %ILE 28 38 38 42 40 44 42 40

NUMBER TESTED 955 939 930 785 785 715 715 715

GE 8.50 6.84 8.75 7.93 is.sa 6.64 8.07 8.98
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 85 88 89 70 71 71 73 72

NUMBER TESTED 2317 2180 2287 1798 1796 1804 1804 1804
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AUSTIN INDEPENDEN7 SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE MEOIANS
IOWA TESTS or BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL DISTRICTWIDE 1 ALL STUDENTS
GRADE, 8 ' TESTED
OATE OF REPORT 4014E, 1982 1

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

on.s GR.8 GR.8 GR.7 GR. 8 GR.8 GR.7 GR 8

79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 8.40 8 78 9.02 8.04 9.12 8.98 8.07 9.11

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 54 58 58 80 54 59 80

NUMBER TESTEO 3854 3717 3478 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

GE 6.70 7.04 7.47 8.80 7.51 5,66 8.83) 7.53

BLACK %ILE 19 24 31 31 32 27 32 32

NUMBER TESTED 711 808 573 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.16 7.47 7.77 8.94 7.87 5.98 8.97 7.89

HISPANIC XILE 28 31 36 37 3$ 33 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 925 888 834 744 744 658 658. 856

GE 9.49 9.78 9.90 8.88 10.00 7 80 8.88 10.02

ANGLD/DTHER. %ILE 72 74 74 78 70 74 77

NUMBER TESTE0 2218 2221 2071 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

READING- 1U_AL
1-

GE 8.47 8.71 8.90 7 98 8.99 8.98 7.98 8.98

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 51 54 55 55 53 55 55

NUMBER TESTEO 3856 3795 3554 2990 2990 2630 2830 2630

GE 8.59 8.87 7.20 8.42 7.28 5.42 8.44 7.25

BLACK %ILE 18 21 26 27 27 21 28 26

NUMBER TESTED 712 823 588 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.04 7.19 7.51 8 78 7.88 5.82 8.79 7.69

HISPANIC %ILE 24 28 30 33 33 28 33 33

NUMBER TESTED 925 918 854 744 744 858 858 858

GE 9.80 9.75 9.84 8.88 9.94 7.84 8 88 9.94

ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 67 89 71 72 73 70 72 73

NUMBER TES1ED 2219 2258 2112 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

1-- 4
VOCABULARY--

--f

GE 8.59 8.74 8.99 8.03 9.08 7.02 8.04 9.07

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 49 52 58 58 58 54 58 58

NUMBER TESTED 3856 3796 3581 2990 2990 2630 2830 2830

GE 8 65 8.88 7.21 8.40 7 28 5.51 8.43 7.30

BLACK XILE 20 23 28 30 29 27 30 30

NUMBER TESTED 712 823 590 .503 503 449 449 449

GE 6.95 7.01 7.51 8.89 7.82 5.71 8.75 7.64

HISPANIC %ILE 24 25 33 34 34 30 35 35

NUMBER TESTEO 925 917 857 744 744 658 858 850

ANGLD/DTHER
GE

%ILE
9 63

68
9 75

70
913 8.98

74
9.99

74
7.75

88
8.97 10.01

74 74

NUMBER TESTE0 2219 2258 2114 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

RLADIN6 LUMPRE/ILNSIDIT

_____I

GE 8.39 8.88 8.43 7.93 8.94 8.97 7.93 8.94

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 51 54 gs 56 53 55 56

NUMBER TESTE0 3868 3796 3555 2990 2990 2830 2630 2630

GE 8 72 8.98 7.17 8.50 7.20 5.43 8.54 7.22

BLACK %ILE 23 27 29 31 29 25 32 29

NUMBER TESTED 714 823 588 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.23 7,40 7.b9 8.78 7.71 5.94 0.79 7.71

HISPANIC %ILE 30 32 35 38 37 33 37 37

NUMBER TESTED 928 918 854 744 744 658 855 858

GE 9.43 9.85 9.72 8 73 9.87 7 78 8.75 9.87

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 85 68 89 69 72 68 69 72

NUMBER TESTED 2224 2257 2113 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS DF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTR.CTWIDE
GRADE: 8
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR 8 GR 8 GR 8

STUDENTS
THE LAST

GR.7

TESTED
2 YEARS

GRA

' STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7 GR.8
81-82 80-81 81-82 79-60 80-81 81-82-r-79-80.80-81

MATH TOTAL
-

GE 8.58 8.73 8 87 8.03 8.99 7.08 8.08 9.01
ALL STUDENTS %ILE 48 51 54 57 57 58 58 58

NUMBER TESTED 3868 3782 -3539 2090 2990 2830 2830 2830

GE 7 04 7.32 7.64 8.87 7.72 5.02 8.88 7.77
BLACK %ILE 19 23 29, 33 31 28 33 31

NUMBER TESTED 714 813 584 503 503 440 449 449

GE 7.62 7.76 8.01 7.28 8.08 8.27 7.34 8.11
HISPANIC %ILE 29 31 38 41 37 37 43 38

NUMBER TESTED 935 924 853 744 744 858 858 656

GE 9.40 9 58 8.58 6 69 9.80 7.74 8.71 9.72
ANGLD/DTHER %ILE 68 70 70 72 72 72 73 73

NUMBER TESTED 2219 2245 2102 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

MATH- CONCEPIS
GE

ALL STUDENTS %ILE
8.77 0.95

51 55
9.09

57
8.23

el
9.21

60
7.23

57
8.28

82
0.21
60

NUMBER TESTED 3872 3786 3541 2990 2890 2830 2630 2830

GE 7.24 7.39 7.74 8.83 7.81 5.88 8.87 7.84
BLACK %ILE 25 28 34 34 38 26 35 38

NUMBER.TESTED 716 815 584 503 503 449 448 449

-- GE 7.65 7.75 7.98 7.28 8.03 6.14 7.33 8.08
--, HISPANIC %ILE 32 34 39 43 40 33 44 4 1

NUMBER TESTED 936 925 853 744 744 858 858 656
1

r.... GE 9.88 9.83 9.79 0.04 9.95 7.88 9.06 9.98
XD ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 88 70 70 75 72 71 75 73

NUMBER TESTED 2220 2246 2104 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

RATPFPROBLEMS
GE 4 45 6.67 8.81 7 97 6.90 8 90 7.99 8.92

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 51 54 57 55 52 57 58
NUMBER TESTED 3871 3765 3541 2990 2890 2830 2830 2830

GE 8.78 7.05 7.31 6.51 7.38 5.83 8.54 7.40
BLACK %ILE 22 28 29 30 30 26 31 31

NUMBER TESTED 715 815 584 503 503 449 449 440

GE 7.47 1.89 7.03 7.20 8.00 6 11 7.24 8.08
HISPANIC %ILE 32 35 38 42 40 35 43 41

NUMBER TESTED 935 924 854 744 744 858 858 658

GE 9.35 9.50 9.55 8.58 9.87 7.59 8.80 9.71
ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 84 87 88 69 70 67 69 71

NUMBER TESTED 2221 2248 2103 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

HATA ZOMPUTATT1311
GE 6.80 8 75 8.87 8.07 6.89 7.15 8.08 0.03

ALL STUDENTS %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

53 55
3869 3787

59
3544 .

62
2990

82
2990

59
2630

83
2830

63
2830

GE 7.47 7.70 8.11 7.41 8.23 8.41 7.47 6.33
BLACK %ILE 28 33 41 45 44 37 47 48

NUMBER TESTED 714 815 584 503 503 449 448 449

GE 8.07 8.24 8.40 7.82 8.48 6.87 7.70 8.55
HISPANIC %ILE 40 44 48 51 49 45 53 50

NUMBER TESTED 935 926 654 744 744 658 858 858

GE 8.23 9.33 8.39 8.54 0.45 7.58 8.57 9.47
ANGLO/DTHER %ILE 88 71 72 75 74 73 76 75

NUMBER TESTED 2220 2248 2106 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL:
GRADE. 8
DATE OF REPORT:

DISTRICTWIDE

LANGUAGE TOTAL

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

SPErEINGE---7-

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

CAPIIALIZATM

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

PTINCTITATITYN

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

STUDENTS TESTED STUDENTS TESTED

JUNE. 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR,8 GR 8
79-80 ao-ai

GR.8
81-82

THE LAST 2

GR.7
80-81

YEARS

GR.8
81-82

THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7 GR.8
79-80 so-al 8i-82

GE 8.56 9.18 9.50 3.37 9.83 7.18 8.37

_4

9.83

%ILE 48 57 82 81 84 55 81 84

NUMBER TESTED 3815 3748 3528 2990 2990 2830 2830 2630

GE 8 85 7.13 7.88 8.84 7.98 5.84 6.88 8.09

%ILE 22 22 38 38 40 32 38 41

NUMBER TESTED 704 817 580 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.28 7.52 3.23 7.09 3.33 6.13 7.14 8.41

%ILE 31 34 43 42 45 38 42 48

NUMBER TESTED 912 ass 849 744 744 856 858 858

GE 9.64 10.10 10.35 9.20 10.52 7.98 9.22 10.50

%ILE 64 71 ' 74 74 77 89 74 78

NUMBER TESTED 2199 2235 .097 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

GE 3.39 8.58 6.99 8.10 9.11 7.08 3.13 9.13

XILE 47 49 56 57 53 54 57 se

NUMBER TESTED 3859 3797 3555 2990 2990 2630 2830 2830

GE 8.79 7.20 8.12 7.15 3.27 6.32 7.21 8.28

XILE 28 31 43 43 45 42 44 45

NUMBER TESTED 713 623 587 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.35 7.44 8.07 7.24 3.15 8.32 7.31 8.18

%ILE 34 34 42 45 43 42 48 44

NUMBER TESTED 928 917 855 744 744 856 856 656

Ge 9.29 9.39 9.q9 8.88 9.75 7.88 8.66 9.77

%ILE 81 62 65 88 87 84 88 88

NUMBER TESTED 2220 2257 2113 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

GE 8.21 9.83 8.19 9.84 8.70 8.21 9.88

%ILE 44
_9.13

58 83 se 85 le 58 85

NUMBER TESTED 3858 3799 3558 2990 2990 281,0 2830 2830

GE 8.20 7.08 7.53 0.55 7.72 5.31 8.82 7.97

%ILE 21 . 31 38 35 38 28 38 41

NUMBER TESTED 710 823 589 503 503 449 449 449

GE 8.87 7.33 8.19 8.71 3.35 5.86 8.78 8.43

%ILE 28 34 44 38 48 34 39 47

NUMBER TESTED 928 921 858 744 744 858 658 858

GE 9.52 10.14 10.58 9.11 10.76 7.62 9.18 10.77

%ILE 61 ea 73 89 78 61 70 78

NUMBER TESTED 2218 2255 2113 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

GE 8.80 9 44 9.71 8.88 9.37 7.49 8.72 9.85

%ILE 52 61 65 ep 67 80 68 67

NUMBER TESTED 3868 3779 3557 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

GE 6.95 7.44 3.19 7.17 8.23 8.11 7.22 8.42

%ILE 23 34 43 43 44 38 44 48

NUMBER TESTED 719 812 58f 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.43 7.92 3.60 7.83 8.73 8.56 7.75 8.78

%ILE 34 40 49 50 51 45 51 51

NUMBER TESTED 932 914 859 744 744 858 856 858

GE 9.88 10.43 10.72 9.59 10.95 8.41 9.85 10.95

%ILE . 87 75 79 78 82 73 78 82

NUMBER TESTED 1 2217 2248 2111 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

......_L



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 6
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE. 1962

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR.8 GR.8

' STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.7 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7 GR.8
79-801---- 80-81 81-82 80-81 61-82 79-80 60-81 81-82

USAGE
GE 8.76 9.28 9.59 8.40 9.72 7.22 6.38 9.69ALL STUDENTS %ILE 51 58 82 80 83 88 80 83

NUMBER TESTED 3889 3782 3580 2990 2990 2830 2830 2630

GE 8.75 8.98 7.88 8.84 7.78 5.37 8.82 7.83BLACK %ILE 27 29 37 37 38 29 38 39
NUMBER TESTED 719 818 587 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.40 7.52 8.10 8.90 6.20 5.87 8.98 8.28HISPANIC XILE 34 38 42 40 43 38 41 44
NUMBER IESTED 935 91W 859 744 744 886 858 650

DE 10.02 10.45 10.87 9.52 10.68 is.57 9 55 11.67ANGLO/OTHER %IiE 87 72 75 74 77 73 74 77
NUMBER TESTED 2215 2248 2114 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

1 ILL
GE 6.32 8.85 9.02 7.95 9.T7 0.94 13.00 9.19ALL STUDENTS %ILE 45 49 58 SS 56 54 58 59

NUMBER TESTED 3683 3780 3580 2990 2990 2830 2630 2830

GE 8.80 8.99 7.30 8.49 7.40 5.77 8.53 7.43BLACK 19 25 29 30 31 29 30 31
NUMBER TESTED 718 818 566 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7_17 7.28 7.82 7.00 7.98 8.01 7.07 7.98
r--i HISPANIC %ILE 27 29 37 31 39 34 40 39

NUMBER TESTED 932 918 881 744 744 658 658 858

GE 9.44 9.80 9.94 6.87 10.07 7.89 6.69 10.10
ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 83 89 72 71 74 89 72 75

NUMBER TESTED 2213 2248 2111 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525

VISIII1L-TaTERTALS
GE 6.29 6.69 9.a 6.05 9.28 8.72 6.09 9.27

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 45 52 57 61 48 56 62
NUMBER TESTED 3888 3763 3584 2990 2990 2630 2830 2830

GE 8.53 7.02 7.41 0.81 7.48 5.34 8.88 7.50
BLACK %ILE 21 27 32 33 33 23 34 34

NUMBER TESTED 719 817 568 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.15 7.39 7.99 7.09 6.11 S 97 7.14 6.15
HISPANIC %ILE 29 32 41 41 43 34 42 43

NUM8ER TESTED 933 920 882 744 744 C58 858 858

. GE 9.51 9.89 10.01 8.91 10.19 7.54 8.98 10.24
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 88 72 74 72 78 83 73 77

NUMBER TESTED 2216 2248 2114 1743 1743 /025 1525 1525

RtFERtNLL MAIERIA S
GE 6.44 8 78 6:98 6,0D 9.10 7.08 6.01 9.12

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 47 52 SS 58 57 54 57 57
NUMBER TESTED 3885 3764 3502 2990 2990 2630 2830 2830

GE 8.81 7.12 7.39 8.89 7.48 8.97 8.83 7.48
BLACK %ILE 24 27 31 33 31 33 34 32

NUMBER TESTED 718 817 569 503 503 449 449 449

GE 7.25 7.41 7.76 7.02 7.89 8.16 7.08 7.93
HISPANIC. %ILE 29 31 38 40 36 37 41 39

NUMBER TESTED 933 920 681 744 744 856 \ 858 658
"....-._,

GE 9.50 9.84 9.75 8.64 9.93 7.86 6,45i 9.96
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 83 88 88 71 71 89 71 72

NUMBER TESTED 2214 2247 2112 1743 1743 1525 1525 1525
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISIRICI

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS DF EDUCATIDNAI4 PROGRESS

SCHOOL. DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE 09
DATE OE REPORT JUNE, 1982

GR.09
77-78

ALL STUDENTS TESTED

GR 09 GR.09 GR 09 GR.09
78-79 7910 80-81 81-82_4.

READING
%ILE 39 34 35 33 34.1970

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 58 53 53 52 53
NUMBER TESTED 4526 4722 4478 3928 4122

1970 %ILE 15 14 14 16 15
BLACK 1978 %ILE 37 36 38 37 37

NUMBER TESTED 595 745 758 734 762

1970 %ILE 18 16 20 18 20
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 37 37 43 39 43

NUMBER TESTED 888 1080 1121 987 1012

1970 %ILE 52 51 93 51 92
ANGLD/DTHER 1978 %ILE 64 63 65 63

NUMBER TESTED 3043 2917 .2599 2205 2348

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS
1970 %ILE 38 36 36 36 37

ALL STUDENTS 197e %ILE 57 55 55 55 56
NUMBER TESTED 4512 4701 4458 3900 4093

1970 %ILE 17 15 16 17 16

BLACK 1978 %ILE 30 29 30 30 30
NUMBER TESTED 589 735 792 732 758

1970 %ILE 18 18 23 21 23
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 32 32 39 37 39

NUMBER TESTED 886 1055 1116 971 1000

1970 %ILE 51 49 55 55 55
ANGLD/DTHER 1978 %ILE 67 65 71 70 71

NUMBER TESTED 3037 2911 2590 2197 2335

MATH 70'4PUTATION
1970 %ILE 38 35 38 38 37

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 60 59 62 62 61
NUMBER TESTED 4465 4662 4443 3936 4089

1970 %ILE 14 15 15 18 15

BLACK 1978 %ILE 32 33 33 40 33
NUMBER TESTED 572 722 739 739 750

1970 %ILE 17 20 24 25 24
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 38 o3 47 48 47

NUMBER TESTED 892 1027 1114 987 997

1970 %ILE 51 51 54 56 54

ANGLO/DTHER 1978 %ILE 75 75 78 79 78
NUMBER TESTED 3001 2913 2590 2210 2342

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAy PROGRESS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 09
DATE OF REPORT. JUNE. 1982

ALL STUDENTS TESTED 0

GR 09 GR.09 GR.09 GR.09 GR.09
--A

77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-824
MECHANICS DF WRITING

1970 %ILE
ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTE0

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTE0

ENGLISH EXPRESSION
1970%ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1976 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

ANGLD/OTHER
1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

SCIENCE

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
197E %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

SOCIAL STUDIES

ALL STUDENTS
1976 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

30 29 31 32
52 50 55 58

4508 4713 4463 4098

11 11 11 14
27 27 28 32
595 742 755 756

13 13 15 17
31 31 33 36
882 1057 1118 1006

43 43 47 48
68 69, 72 73

3031 2914 2590 2336

28 24 26 27
50 47 49 50

4520 4711 4464 3928

11 10 11 11
26 25 27 47
598 740 754 738

11 11 14 15
28 28 33 34
884 1082 1122 983

42 42 46 48
63 83 67 67

3040 2909 2988 2207

38 37 38 36

4486 4670 4446 4091

12 12 12 12

575 724 743 748-

14 15 18 15

890 1025 1115 997

53 56 58 58

3001 2921 2588 2348

33 28 31 29
44 39 41 39

4466 4856 4434 3929

12 13 12 13
22 23 22 23
573 721 1,0 737

15 19 12 16
24 24 28 24
894 1026 1110 983

45 44 40
60 59 62 63

2999 2809 2584 2209



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEOIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAII. PROGRESS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 10 ALL STUDENTS TESTE0
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

GR.10 GR.10 GR.10 GR.10 GR.10
4 77-78 78-70 79-80 80-81 81-82

READING
1970 %ILE
1078 %IiE

NUMBER TESTE0

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTEO

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

42
52

4139

13
33

523

18
38
718

58
al

42
52

3999

14
34
498

19
39
733

54
eo

41
50

3905

14
34
598

19
38
818

55
61

ALL STUOENTS

BLACK

HISpANIC

ANGLO/OTHER
NURSER TESTED 2900 2770 2491

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS
1970 %ILE 48 45 45

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 58 58 58
NUMBER TESTED 4115 3984 3887

1979 %ILE 17 19 19
BLACK 1973 %ILE 27 29 29

NUMBER TESTE0 518 495 589

1970 %ILE 25 25 28
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 37 37 41

NUMBER TESTE0 713 731 811

1970 %ILE 81 80 62
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 71 71 72

NUMBER TESTE0 2884 2758 2487

MATH COMPUrATION
1970 %ILE 41 44 44

ALL STUOENTS 1978 %ILE 57 70 70
NUMBER TESTE0 4049 3939 3881

1970 %ILE 14 20 20
BLACK 1978 %ILE 30 40 40

NUMBER TESTE0 505 490 591

1970 %ILE 22 27 28
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 42 49 50

NUMBER TESTE0 708 724 814

1970 %ILE 54 58 80
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 78 79 81

NUMBER TESTED 2838 2725 2455

37 41
49 51

3707 3246

14 18
34 38
588 558

20 19
39 39
880 701

53 55
59 at

2259 1989

STUOENTS
TESTE0 BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.09 GR.10
80-81 81-82

45 45
58 56

3893 3231

19 21
29 31
584 555

27 30
41 43
878 597

81 82
72 72

2251 1979

44 43
70 59

3692 3207

19 22
40 42
555 551

31 31
55 55
873 881

81 57
82 80

2284 1975

44 45
59 54

2308 2308

22 21
48 40
380 380

22 19
46 39
470 470

80 81
87 83

1458 1458

46 51
83 81

2308 2308

22 28

3g0 330

28 32
44 45
470 470

85 87
78 78

f458 1458

52 51
75 75

2308 2308

27 24
50 44
380 380

35 33
58 58
470 470

65 64
88 83

1458 1458

9 .1
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AUSIIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL 01F.TRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEOIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAi. PROGRESS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE
GRADE; 10 ALL STUOENTS TESTED
OATE OF REPORT! JUNE, 1982

MECHANICS OF WRITING
1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTE0

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GR.10 GR,10 GR.10 GR.10 GR.10
77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

32 34 34
57 59 59

4132 3989 3900

10 17 15
26 33 31
520 497 592

17 II 20
34 37 39

715 735 818

44 46 47
70 . 71 71

2897 2757 2490

33
59

3225

17
34

553

21
42

697

47
71

1975

STUDENTS
TESTED BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.09 GR.10
80-81 31-82

3$
62

2308

10
37
380

22
44
47G

52
74

1458

ENGLISH EXPRESSION
1970 %ILE

ALL STUOENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

35 36 34 34
54 55 53 53

4133 3997 3908 3704

10 11 12 11
26 29 30 29
520 499 595 566

15 17 14 18
33 34 32 35

710 735 819 880

49 .49 49 50
66 65 56 67

2897 2763 2494 2258

39
60

2308

16
35
380

20
42
470

54
73

1456

SCIENCE

ALL STUDENTS
1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESIE0

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

44 45 42

4037 3944 3857

10 15 13

503 489 591

19 22 20

706 725 810

59 56 BO

2828 2730 2456

'SOCIAL STUDIES
1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1976 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

197 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

41

3214

15

554

22

680

56

1980

48

2308

20

380

23

470

61

1458

30 38 35 34
51 54 50 48

4049 3932 3860 3704

. 13 16 14 15
1E1 20 18 20

505 489 590 558

19 22 21 21
25 28 27 27
704 725 817 878

52 51 51 49
77 '76 70 74

2840 2718 2453 2255

42
54

2308

20
29
360

23
33
470

55
75

1480
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AUSIIN INOEPENOENT SeHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OR EDUCATIONI PROGRESS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE: 11

1 ALL STUDENTS TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982 1

I GR 11 GR 11 GR 11 GR.11 GR.11
1 77-75 76-79 70-60 80-81 at-52

READING

ALL STUDENTS
1970 %ILE
1978 %/!F

NUMBER TESTED

1970 ME
BLACK 1976 %ILE

NUMaER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

43 42 46 40 41
53 52 53 51 52

3499 3409 3334 3333 3157

14 13 18 13 17
20 35 37 35 37
439 395 445 501 459

19 19 22 19 22
38 25 40 38 40

552 555 593 659 676

56 58 sa 57 57
sa sa 59 59 59

ma 2459, 2293 2183 2022

STUDENTS
TESTED BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.10 GR.11
ao-si 81-82

47 46
CS 53

239L 2390

19 20
38 39
325 325

25 24
43 40

492 492

60 sa
63 60

1573 1573

STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.09 CR.10 GR.11
79-80 ao-st at-62

50 47 47
53 55 64

1921 1921 1921

22 115 20
45 35 39

285 255 268

27 27 26
50 44 43

362 362 382

62 60 50
ea 63 60

1251 1251 1251

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS
1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1976 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

BLACK

HIsPaNic

ANGLO/OTHER

53 54 56 51 64
65 65 BB 63 es

3491 3397 3315 2115 31311

1970 %ILE 22 21 23 21 25
1978 %ILE 33 31 35 32 36

NUMBER TESTED 437 390 445 498 457

1970 %ILE 29 26 31 29 32
1978 %ILE 42 41 44 42 44

NUMBER TESTED 551 552 sea ee4 670

56 58
68 57

2390 2390

27 2a
40 41
325 325

35 34
4d 47

492 492

1970 %ILE 53 ,135 66 67 67 515 71
1978 %ILE 72 76 77 77 77 73 54

NUMBER TESTE0 2503 2455 2282 2155 2012 1573 1573

MATH COMPUTATION
1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1978 XILE
NUMBER TESTED

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

1970 %ILE
1976 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1976 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1976 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

49 57 ea
55 ea 67

1921 1921 1921

22 25 26
38 40 41

258 288 268

33 36 37
52 51 49

362 362 362

ea 89 72
60 79 tie

1251 1251 1251

45 45 49 45 47 55 55
68 70 73 71 71 79 77

3355 3364 3260 3317 3129 2390 2390

la 19 21 23 26 25 29
34 35 37 40 46 46 49

415 390 430 500 445 325 326

28 28 33 31 34 37 37
49 49 54 52 se 52 BO

541 538 554 ees 669 492 492

57 60 61 61 61 69 68
76 132 63 63 62 17 64

2410 2438 2258 2152 2012 , 1573 1573
I

53 58 55
77 79 75

1921 1921 1921

22 25 29
45 4e 49m 286 25
44 40 40
57 86 a2
362 362 362

87 70 87
66 a7 64

1251 1251 1251

11111/1111111111111111111111011111.1111111111111111111111111111:11111111111111119
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EQUCATIONAir PROGRESS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIVE
GRADE: 11

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982
ALL STUDENTS TESTED

GR.11 GR.11 GR.11 GR.11 GR.11
77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

STUDENTS
TESTED BOTH 1

OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.10 GR.11
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR.11
79-80 80-81 81-82

MECHANICS OF WRITING
1070 %ILE

-ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1178 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

30
65

3481

14
.' 33
:436

21
44
550

46
74

2495

38
57

3402

14
33
396

23
46

554

50
77

2452

39
67

3324

16
38
448

23
46

592

51.
77

2286

38
67

3141

17
40

458

25
41

672

51
78

2013

43
70

2390

22
45
325

27
53
492

55
81

1573

45
72

1921

21
39

288

31
54

382

58
82

1251

is-
72

1921

23
47

288

29'
Sti

382

58
83

1251

ENGLISH EXPRESSION
1970 %ILE:
1978 %ILE:

NUMBER TESTED:

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

35 38
59 63

3483 3402

38 36
63, 61

3330 3331

11 10 12 9
30 21 32 28
433 398 446 501

15 15 17 16
37 ,37 38 38

552. 559 594 870

47 50 52 52
71 74 76 78

2498 2451 2290 2180

43
60

2390

16
33
325

23
41

492

57
74

1573

43
64

1921

17
'35
288

24
47

382

56
75

1251

43
ao

1921

16
34

288

25
42
382

58
74

1251

SCIENCE

ALL STUDENTS
.1270 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1178 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

46

3383

18

413

21

541

57

2409

47

3388

12

391

21

538

80

2437

49

3275

17

428

24

582

ao

2285

44

3130

15

450

25

669

59

2011

48 52

2390 1921

18 18

325 288

26 32

492 382

61 85

1573 1251

48

1921

18

288

27

382

81

1291

1-

SOCIAL STUDIES .

1970 'XILE
ALL STUDENTS 1178 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC' 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTEU

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER '1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

39
65

3353

14
20
415

20
29

541

50
79

2407

42
70

3361

12
17

392

.20
27
537

53
81

2432

42
70

3289

19
21
427

23
33

581

53
II

2281

38
64

3328

11
17

501

20--
28

871,

52
81

2158

43
83

2390

20
25
325

28
33
492

57
al

1573

44 43
59 63

1921 1921

20 19
30 24

269 288

28 27
39 34

382 182

54 57
75 81

1251 1251



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SC11001 DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATION/Mr

SCHOOL- DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE; 12
DATE OF REPORT! JUNE. 1982

PROGRESS

GR 12
77 78

ALL STUDENTS TESTED

GR 12 GR.12. GR.12
78-79 79-80 80-81

GR.12
81-82

STUDENTS
TESTED ROTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.11 GR.12
80-81 81-62

STUOENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
79-60 80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED EACH
OF THE LAST TOUR YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR 11 GR.12
, 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82-4

READING
1970 %ILE 41 44 47 42 40 47 41 52 48. 41 49 52 49 44

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 51 53 54 52 50 54 51 57 54 53 62 58 54 53
NUMBER TESTED 2043 2725 2704 .2830 2619 2264 2284 1794 1794 1794 1597 7597 1597 1597

1970 %ILE 14 ft 14 15 13 18 13 21 17 14 21 21 17 14
BLACK 1973 %ILE 33 33 33 34 32 37 33 40 37 33 45 40 37 33

NUMBER TESTED 257 285 221 337 401 317 317 268 266 268 241 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 19 17 25 21 16 22 19 23 23 21 28 23 25 21
HISPANIC 1976 %ILE 36 35 42 38 36 40 37 '42 40 38 49 42 41 36

NUMBER TESTE0 395 411 359 521 547 427 427 319 319 319 278 276 278 278

1970 %ILE 54 53 65 . 62 54 81 57 65 82 58 82 66 82 58
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 57 57 58 56 57 60 58 65 81 59 88 85 81 80

NUMBER TESTED 1391 2029 2124 1972'. 1871, 1520 1520 1209 1209 1209 1076 1078 1078 1076

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS
1970 %ILE 52 55 55 53 53 59 58 58 81 59 53 60 83 81

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 62 85 85 63 83 89 66 70 70 70 89 71 72 72
NUMBER TESTED 2038 2718 2890 2819 2810 2284 2284 1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 597

1970 %ILE 23 21 21 28 24 25 24 28 24 25 24 27 24 25
BLACK 1978 %ILE 38 34 33 39 37' 39 37 . 40 38 38 40 41 38 38

NUMBER TESTED 255 285 220 331 398 317 317 268 266 268 241 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 27 30 32 31 28 32 29 35 34 32 27 35 35 32
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 40 42 44 43 40 45 41 48 47 43 45 48 47 44

NUMBER TESTED 394 409 359 519 547 427 427 319 319 319 278 279 278 276

1970 %ILE 63 64 64 85 89 72 70 71 73 72 68 71 74 74
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 74 78 78 78 81 88 83 82 88 86 80 83 17 !811

NUMBER TESTED 1389 2022 2112 1989 1885 1520 1520 1209 1209 1209 1078 1078 1079 1078

MATH COMPUTATION
1970 %ILE 46 50 50 47 48 55 49 57 57 52 55 59 58 54

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 87 71 70. 88 87 77 89 80 78 73 78 , 80 90 74
NUMBER TESTED 1876 2657 2894 2813 2801 2284 2284 1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

1970 %ILE 12 14 15 18 19 24 20 27 28 22 _ 24 27 26 21
BLACK 1978 %ILE 26 29 30 35 38 43 40 49 48 43 47 49 46 43

NUMBER TESTED 218 274 225 340 403
,

317 317 288 288 288 241 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 23 27 29 27. 28 38 28 38 37 29 38 39 39 32
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 45 49 52 49 47 56 48 81 80 52 80 65 62 55

NUMBER TESTED 375 391 357 517 546 427 427 319 319 319 278 278 278 278

1970 %ILE 58 59 59 57 81 67 83 70 69 65 89 72 70 88
ANGLO/OTHER 1975 %ILE 77 77 77 77 78 84 80 87 85 80 68 87 66 81

NUMBER TESTED 1263 1992 2112 1958 1852 1520 1520 1209 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078 1078

111111 OM MI 11111 all MI MI OM EN MP MI 11111
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAli.

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 12
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE. 1982

PROGRESS

ALL STUDENTS

GR.12 GR.12 GR.12
77-78 78-79 79-80

TESTEG

GR.12 GR.12
80-81 81-82

STUDFNTS
TESTED BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.11 GR.12
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.10 GR.11 GR 12
79-80 80-81 81 82

STUDENTS TESTED EACH
or THE LAST FOUR YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

MECHANICS OF WRITING
1970 %ILE 35 39 40 36' 38 45 40 47 46 41

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 64 70 70 66 69 70 70 73 71 71
NUMBER 7E57E0 2025 2715 2695 2810 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

BLACK
1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

13
34

13
36

16
39

13
35

14
37

21
41

16
40

18
37

21
42

16
40

NUMBER TESTED 256 285 221 400 317 266 266 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 20 20 23 20 20 28 22 27 27 23
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 48 49 53 47 48 49 51 47 50 12

NUMBER TESTED 395 407 359 548 427 319 319 278 278 278

1970 %ILE 44 48 46 48 49 56 50 57 57 51
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 74 80 79 79 82 79 83 82 79 84

NUMBER TESTED 1374 2023 2115 isp4 1520 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078

ENGLISH EXPRESSION
1970 %ILE 34 39 40 40 44 43 45 42 44 46

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE 61 65 66 66 69 60 70 63 60 70
NUMBER TESTEO 2025 2711 2690 2825 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

1970 %ILE 8 7 12 13 13 17 13 16 17 13

BLACK 1978 %ILE 28 28 32 35 34 35 34 35 35 34
NUMBER TESTED 254 285 221 339 317 2E16 266 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 16 17 21 19 18 21 21 19 23 22
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE 38 39 47 44 40 39 44 38 41 45

NUMBER TESTED 396 408 359 521 427 319 319 278 278 278

1970 %ILE 48 48 49 51 58 57 59 58 58 60
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE 73 73 75 77 82 74 82 74 74 83

NUMBER 7E57E0 1375 _2020 2110 1985 1520 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078

SCIENCE
1970 %ILE 45 49 51 44 47 52 48 52 53 40

ALL STUOENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED 1869. 2658 2693 2799 2284 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

1970 %ILE 12 13 14 14 13 19 15 19 20 1$

BLACK 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTED 214 274 225 404 317 2E16 366_ 241 241 241 .

1970 %ILE 20 22 30 22 '23 27 25 29 28. 27
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED 375 390 357 541 427 319 319 278 278 278

1970 %ILE 59 57 57 57 59 65 80 88 66 61
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED 1280 1994 2111 1854 1520 1209 1209 1078 1078 107$

SOCIAL STUDIES
1970 %ILE 40 43 44 41 45 46 47 45 47 47

ALL SlUDENTS 1978 %ILE 70 72 73 71 73 70 76 80 71 77
NUMBER TESTED 1868 2853 2881 2819 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

1970 %ILE 11 13 13 14 15 17 15 17 17 15
BLACK 1978 %ILE 16 20 20 21 21 21 22 . 26 21 22

NUMBER TESTED 217 274 224 341 317 268 286 241 241 241

1970 %ILE 19 20 24 22 24 25 26 29 26 28
HISPANIC 1978 %ItE 30 33 42 37 35 31 38 40 32 43

NUMBER 7E57E0 375 391 357 520 427 319 319 278 278 278

ANGLO/OTHER
1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

53
78

53
78

50
77

50
77

57
a3

al
84

59
84

58
82

62
84

80
84

NUMBER TESTED 1276 1988 2100 1958 1520 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE or HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE; K
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

1' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

FALL SPRING

STUDENTS TESTED
BOTH FALL & SPRING

FALL SPRING
1981 1982 1962 1962

LANGUAGE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 5% 11% 5% 11%
SCORING IN -98 16% 23% 17% 24%
THESE %ILE 1-25 48% 25% 45% 24%
RANGES 1-10 18% 15% 17% 14%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 5% 23% 5% 24%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 35% 9% 32% 7%

NUMBER TESTED 3506 3457 2825 2825

LISTENING

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 13% 13%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 28%
THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 26%
RANGES 1-10 13% 11%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 13% 13%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 9%

NUMBER TESTED 3471 2615

tj
rd
m

MATH

7%
20%
32%

8%
21%
31%

MD
co

1

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10 14% 13% co pq

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 13% 14% tv
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 8% 7%

ho
NUMBER TESTED 34E11 2620

0()

0
rd

MI ON IN OM MD MI IMP MI MI In IMP 111111 =II
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AUSTIN INDEPENDEN1 SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROrILE UF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IDPA TESTS or BASIC SKILLS

11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEV,RS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE:
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE,

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

1982
GR 1 GR.I GR.I

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 1

DATE ur RE1ORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.1 GR.I GR.1

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 1

OArE OF REPORr: JUNE, 1982.

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.1 GR.1 GR.I
19-80 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE MATH TOTAL SPELLING

% Or STUDENTS 90-99 16% 19% 18% % Of STUDENTS 90-99 9: 12% 11% % OF STUDENTS 90-99 13% 18% 17%
SCORING IN 75-99 34% 38% 38% SCORING IN 75-99 27% 30% 29% SCORING IN 75-99 34% 39% 40%
THESE %ILE 1-25 18% 18% 16% THESE %ILE 1-25- 21% 21% 19% THESE %ILE 1-25 16% 16% 16%
RANGES 1-10 7% 7% 6% RANGES 1710 8% 9% 7% RANGES 1-10 6% 7% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 22% 25% 24% % AT LEAST +I GE 7% 10X 9% % AT LEAST THIS GE 30% 34% 35%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 2% 3% 2%

HIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -I GE 2% 3% 2% FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 6% 7% 6%

NUMBER TESTED 3988 3706 3770 NUMBER TESTED 3992 3759 3815 NUMBER TESTED 3995 3758 3815

READIFA, 1DI-gL MATH -runrEprs ITURU-WILTSIS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 19% 21% 21% % or STUDENTS 90-39 7% 9% 7% % OF STUDENTS 90 99 17% 19% 18%
SCORING IN 75-99 40% 42% 40%. SCORING IN 75.59 25X 28% 27% SCORING IN 75-99 40% 40% '40%
THESE %ILE 1-25 16% 17% 16% THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 23% 22% THESE %ILE 1-25 17% 18% 17%
RANGES 1-10 4% 4% 4% RANGES 1-IC 9X 9% q% RANGES 1-10 5% 6% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 23% 25% 24% % AT LEAST THIS 11 GE 10% 14% 12% % AT LEAST THIS -4-1 GE 28% 30% 29%
FAR mom GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 5% 5% 5% rAR rRom GRADE LEVEL -I GE 4% 5% 4% FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 6% 6% 6%

NUMBER TESTED 3994 3753 3815 NUMBER TESTED 4000 3787 3837 NUMBER TESTED 4007 3783 3819

VULABULART MATH-PRUBL MS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 15% 16% 17% % OF'STUDENTS 90-99 8% 9% g%
SCORING IN 75-99 36% 39% 37% SCORING IN. 75-99 25X 26% 26%
THESE %ILE 1-25 18% 19% 19% THESE %ILE 1-25 18% 19% 17%
RANGES 1-10 5. 7% 7% RANGES 1-10 7X 8% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 19% 21% 21% % AT LEAST THIS +I GE 13% 14% 14%
FAR rRum GRADE LEVEL -1 GE P% 10% 10X FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 7% 8% 7%

NUMBER TESTED 4012 3804 3848 NUMBER TESTED 3997 3773 3829

REALTTNU-CUFPREMNSILN MAIHLUMPUTITTIO

% "or STUDENTS 90-99 16% 18% 17% % OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 13% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 35% 36% 30% SCORING.IN 75-99 31% 34% 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 16% 17% 16% THESE %ILE 1-25 17% 18% 14%
RANGES 1-10 8X 9% 8% RANGES 1-10 8X 9% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 22% 24% 24% % AT LEAST THTS +1 GE 6% 7% 5%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 8% 9% 8% rAR rRom GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 2X 3% 2%

NUMBP1 TESTED 4006 3771 3827 NUMBER IESTED 3995 3772 3841



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHTEVERS
IDWA TESTS OF BASIC 'SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWZDE
GRADE: 2
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 GR.2 GR.2

STUDENTS
THE LAST

GR 1

TESTED
2 YEARS

GR.2
79-80 120-81 81-82 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE

% OF STUDENTS 90-89 16% 187 18% 22% 20%
SCORING IN 75-99 34% 35% 37% 43% 40%
THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 20% 17% 10% 15%
RANGES 1-10 10% 8% 6% 3% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 28% 27% 28% 30%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 12% 10% 7% 1% 6%

NUMBER TESTED 4080 3712 3579 2875 2675

1-
___A

REAUTAGTUTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 18% 20% 20% 24% 22%
SCORING IN 75-99 37% 38% 39% 49% 42%
THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 22% 20% 10% 18%
RANGES 1-10 :4% 12% 10% 2% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 24% 26% 26% 28% 28%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 16% 13% 11% 3% 10%

NUMBER TESTED 4072 3736 3589 -675 2675

1-
___A

VEICABULART

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 14% 15% 14% 19% 15%
ot SCORING IN 75-99

THESE %ILE 1-25
28%
23%

29%
20%

29%. 45%
18% 12%

32%
18%

RANGES 1-10 12% 11% 9% 4% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 24% 24% 24% 24% 26%0 EAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 17% 15% 8% 1%
NUMBER TESTED 4083 3780 3609 2675 2875

READING LumMERENsiuN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 11% 13% 21% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 31% 33% 35% 42% 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 21% 18% 15% 11% 13%
RANGES 1-10 10% 8% 6% 5% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 277. 28% 30% 28% 33%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 14% 12% 9% 5% 7%

NUMBER TESTED 4078 3745 3596 2875 2875

1 ) )
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 2
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE. 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 GR.2 GR.2

STUDENTS
THE LAST

GA.1

TESTED
2 YEARS

GR.2
79-80 80-8 81-82 80-81 81-82

MAFH TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 107. 11% 14% 12%

SCORING IN 75-99 26% 27% 29% 34% 31%

THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 22% 20% 14% 19%

RANGES 1-10 9% 8% 87. 4% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 11% 12% 14% 11% 15%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 6% 5% 4% 1% 4%

NUMBER TESTED 4071 3747 3808 2875 2875

f----
MATH LONCEPTS

% 9F STUDENTS 90-99 7% 8% 8% 10% 9%

SCORING IN 75-99 23% 22% 24% 33% 28%

THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 25% 21% 18% 19%

RANGES 1-10 12% 12% 10% 5% 9%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE' 14% 13% 15% 18% 18%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 12% 12% 10% 2% 9%

NUMBER TESTED 4075 3755 3813 2875 2875

M4T1rPREPSCERS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 10% 11% 10% 12%

SCORING IN 75-99 29% 29% 31% 29% 33%

THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 28% 28% 13% 26%

RANGES 1-10 8% 7% 7% 5% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 15% 15% 17% :16% 19%

FAR rRom GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 14% 13% 11% 5% 10%

NUMBER TESTED 4075 3751 3809 2875 2875

MATH LUMPtJIATIUN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 13% 15% 16% 18% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 34% 377. 39% 40% 41%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 17% 15% 11% 14%

RANGES 1-10 10% 9% 7% 4% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 7% 9% 10% 8% 11%

rAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 5% 4% 4% 1% 4%

NUMBER TESTEO 4077 3753 3609 2875 2875

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRADE: 2
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

SPELLING

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

% AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL

WOKU ANALT5I3

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

+1 GE
-I GE

NUMBER TESTED

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.2 0R.2 GR.2
79-- 80 80-81 81-824--

18%
37%
19%
10%

15%
40%
16%
7%

16%
39%
14%
8%

377. 407. 39%
18%. 13% 11%

4076 3744 3598

STUDFNTS TESTED
'THE LAST 2 YEARS

OR.1 GR.2
80-81 81-82

21%
45%
11%
4%

17%
43%
12%
4%

AO% 43%
4% 8%

2875 2875

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

% AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL

90-99
75-99
'1-25
1-10

+1 GE
-1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

19%
37%
22%
6%

33%.
17%

20%
37%
21%
5%

34%
18%

20%
39%
19%
5%

35%
14%

4081 3755 3804

23% 22%
46% 42%
10% 17%
2% 4%

° 38% 38%
2% 12%

2875 2875

00



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 3
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982 .

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR 3 GR.3

I STUDENTS TESTED
I THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.3 1 GR.2 GR.3

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.', GR.3 !

79-80 80-81 81-82 ' 60-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82 '---4

COMPOSITE
I-

% OF STUDENTS '90-99 12% 12% 14% 19% 14% 19% 20% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 30% 31% 36% 38% 37% 38% 39% 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 22% 14% 14% 13% 9% 13% 13%
RANGES 1-10 10% 8% 4% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% ZIA 29% 28% 30% 24% 29% 30%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 15% 14% 8% 6% 8% 1% 5% 7%

NUMBER TESTED 4279 3716 3516 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

READING TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 14, 11% 21% 11% 22% 22% 12%
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 28% 30% 41% 31% 45% 41% 31%
THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 23% 17% 18% 16% 9% 16% 15%
RANGES 1-10 7% - 8% 4% 7% 3% 2% 6% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 25% 27% 26% 28% 26% 2 27%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 19% 13% 8% 11% 3% 11%

NUMBER TESTED 4281 3781 3558 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

CABULART

1-1

H..I

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN . 75-99

11%
33%

11%
32%

10%
33%

16%
32%

10%
34%

16%
40%

16%
32%

11%
34%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 19% 15% 15% 13% 11% 14% 12%
I RANGES 1-10 10% 10% 6% 7% 6% 3% 7% 4%

N) % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 26% 25% 26% 26% 27% 22% 26% 27%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 20% 19% 15% 12% 13% 5% 11% 12%

NUMBER TESTED 4283 3785 3664 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

READINu COMPREHENSIUN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 9% 11% 12% 12% 16% 13% 12%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 27% 30% 35% 31% 40% 3% 31%
THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 23% 16% 12% 16% 10% 11% 15%
RANGES 1-10 11% 10% 6% 4% ts% 5% 3% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 23% 24% 27% 30% 28% 25% 30% 28%
FAR FRDM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 20% 19% 13% 7% 12% 5% 6% 12%

NUMBER TESTED 4283 3784 3569 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

IIIIII NIB IIIII MI ON MI ammer all OIL M.



asmaiirs samemsssa a tasiasmiss
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE ALL STUDENTS
GRAOE: 3 TESTEO

DAT6 OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982
GR.3 GR.3 GR.3
79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH \KOT AL

STUOENTS TESTE0
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 60-81 81-82

- OF STUOENTS 90-99 12% 11% 13%
SORING IN 75 99 307. 29% 35%
THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 26% 18%
RANGES 1-10 9% 10% 6%

% AT LEAST.THIS
FAR FROM GRAU LEVEL

MAIH CON

% or s UOENTS 90-99 8% 8% 9%
SCORIN IN 75-99 26% 26% 31%
THESE % LE 1-25 25% 26% 18%
qRANGES 1-10 10% 10% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 26% 25% 31%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 14% 13% 8%

+1 GE 17% 17% 191.
-1 GE 12% 13% 8%

NUMBER TESTEO 4264 3769 3551

11% 13%
30% 36%
18% 17%
5% 5%

13% 20%
3% 7%

2838 2838

10% 11% 14%
30% 30% 35%
14% 17% 17%
3% 5% 5%

8% 13% 20%
% 3% 7%

2330 2330 2330

NUMBER TESTEO 4274 3775 3557

7% 10% 7% 7% 107.
24% 32% 27% 25% 327.
20% 17% 17% 20% 167.
97. 6% 5% 9% 5%

15% 32% 117. 15% 32%
9% 77. 2% 9% 7%

2838 2838 2330 2330 .2330

mwrnFRUITULM

,--- % OF STUOENTS 90-99 11% 11% 11%
-SCORING IN 75-99 297. 26% 31%

0.- THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 23% 18%
I

RANGES 1-10 10% 11% 8%

L,. % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 23% 22% 24%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 16% 17% 13%

NUMBER TESTE0 4287 3775 3558

MATH Lumpu(ATIOT

11% 11%
31% 32%
25% 17%
6% 8%

18% 25%
11% 12%

2838 2838

1,

% or STUOENTS 90-99 9% 8% 10%
SCORING IN 75-99 337. 32% 38%
THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 33% 24%
RANGES 1-10 12% 11% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 9% 8% 10X
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 7% 8% -,

N1JM1ER TESTED 4267 3775 3557

17% 10%
41% 33%
13% 23%
6% 7%

9% 10%
3% 4%

2638 2838

8% 11% 11%
27% 31% 32%
13% 24% 17%
4% 6% 8%

14% 16% 25%
4% 11% 12%

2330 2330 2330

12% 17% 107.
30% 42% 40%
10% 13% 23%
3% 8% 7%

8% 9% 10%
1% 2% 4%

2330 2330 2330



AUSTIN INDE.PENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IDRA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 3 TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

GR.3 GR.3 GR.3

-4--79-40 80781 81-82 A

LANGUAGE TOTAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 17% 18% 20%
SCORING IN ',5-99 37% 39% 48%
THESE %ILE 1-25 17% 18% 10%
RANGES 1-10 7% 6% '3%.

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE '40% 41%` 49%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 13% 13% 7%

NUMBER TESTED 4255 3752 3540

SPEILiNG

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 80-L1 81-82

21%
47%
10%
3%

50%
7%

2839

21%
48%
9%
2%

50%
6%

2330

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 I% 11%, 11%
SCORING IN 75-99 30% 35% 38%
THESE %ILE 1-25 la% 17% 11%
RANGES 1-10 8% 6% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 37% 41% 44%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 1411 13% a%

NUMBER TESTED 4278 3778 3559

16% 12%
44% 38%
10% 10%
4% 3%

44% 46%
8% 1%

2838 2838

15% 17% 12%
39% 45% 38%
10% 9% 9%
4% 3% 2%

35% 45% 46%
4% 7% 8%

2330 2330 2330

LAPIIALIZA1ION

1--1 % OF STUDENTS 90-99
1--1 SCORING' IN 75-99
,--1 THESE %ILE 1-25

I RANGES 1-10
.P-

.A % AT LEAST THIS 1 GE
FAR Mom GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

12% 12% 14%
35% 36% 44%
21% 19% 12%
10% 8% 5%.

95% 36% 44%
17% 15% ID%

4273 3778 3554

PUNCTUATION

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

15%
45%
it%
5%

45%
9%

2828

15%
46%
11%
5%

46%
8%

2330

26% 26% 31%
47% 49% 57%
13% 14% ID%
8% 7% 4%

53% 54% 62%
15% 14% 10%

4274 3774 3559

UsauE

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

% AT LEAST THIS
FAR rRom GRADE LEVEL

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

+1 GE
-1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

8% 8% 9%
29% 29% 33%
19% 20% 14%
11% 11% 7%

41% 4Dll 45%
23% 24% 17%

4277 3771 3559

32%
57%
9%
4%

63%
9%

2838

32%
58%
9%
4%

63%
9%

2330

9%
33%
13%
7%

45%

10%
32%

- 13%
7%

48%
16%

2838 2330
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRADE: 3
OATE or REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUOENTS
TESTED

GR.3 GR.3
79-80 80-81

GR.3
81-82

STUOENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3
so-ei 81-82

STUDENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3
79-80 80-81 81-82

WORK-STUOY SKILLS TOTAL

4 OF STUOENTS 90-99 13% 13% 15% 18% 16%
. SCORING IN 75-99 31% 30% 35% 36% 38%
THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 23% 15% 14% 14%
RANGES 1-10 10% 9% 8% 5% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 24% 29% 30% 30%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1-GE 18% 18% 12% 11% 10%

NUMBER TESTE0 4287 3787 3555 2838 2330

VISUAL MAILIMILS

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 13% 12% 15% 115% 18%
SCORING IN 75-99 31% 30% 37% 37% 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 19% 19% 14% 13% 12%
RANGES 1-10 7% 8% 4% 4% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 28% 25% 31% 31% 31%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 19% 14% 13% 12%

NUMBER TESTE0 4270 3774 3558 2838 2330

REFER

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 13% 14% 14% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 32% 31% 38% 39% 39%
THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 23% 18% 18% 18%
RANGES 1-10 10% 10% 7% 8% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 24% 28% 28% 29%
rAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 18% 20% 14% 13%- 13%

NUMBER TESTED 4270 3789 3555 1838 2330

1 U zzi



AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 4

OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

1 ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.4 GR.4 OR.4

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4

1 STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 19% 18% 14% 13% 15% ' 17% 13% 18%SCORING IN 75-99 35% 32% 30% 32% 31% 36% 33% 32%THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 21% 20% 19% 19% 17% 18% 18%RANGES 1-10 11% 10% 8% 13% 7% 6% 8% 7%
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 29% 27% 28% 29% 26% 27% 30%FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 20% 19% 18% 11% 17% 7% 11% 18%

NUMBER TESTE0 4028 3958 3628 2910 2910 2488 2488 2486

14E7117INU-1177711. -1

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 17% 15% 13% 10% 13% 19% 10% 14%SCORING IN 75-99 34% 30% 27% 29% 29% 38% 29% 29%THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 27% 27% 20% 28% 20% 20% 25%RANGES 1-10 10% 11% 10% 8% 9% 9% 8% 9%
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 34% 30% 27% 28% 29% 25% 28% 29%FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 23% 23% 22% 15% 21% 11% 15% 21%

NUMBER TESTE0 4028 4005 3681 2910 2910 2488 2488 248E1

18% 15% 13% 11% 14% 14% 12% 15%% OF STUOENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99 38% 31% 29% 33% 30% 30% 34% 31%THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 20% 20% 17% 19% 18% 18% 18%RANGES 1-10 8% 8% 7% 7% 8% 9% 7% 7%

.1---

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 31% 29% 28% 30% 25% 28% 31%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 21% 20% 21% 17% 20% 15% 16% 19%

NUMBER TESTE0 4030 4008 3884 2910 2910 2486 2488 2496

R AUING LAIMPREMNSIUN

% OF STUOENTS 60-99 15% 13". 12% 10% 13% 11% 10% 13%SCORING IN 75-99 32% 27% 25% 28% 27% 33% 28% 27%THESE %ILE 1-25 26% 26% 25% 20% 23% 16% 20% 23%RANGES 1-10 12% 12% 11% 8% 10% 8% 8% 10%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 33% 30% 27% 25% 29% 28% '25% 29%FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 28% 28% 25% 16% 23% 10% 18% 23%

NUMBER TESTE0 4029 4005 3688 2910 2910 2486 2486 2486

u
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE ALL STUDENTS
GRADE: 4 TESTED
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

GR.4 GR.4 G1.4

.STUOENTS TESTE0
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR,3 GR.4

STUOENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH_TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 17% 14% 14% 12% 15% 10% 12% 16%

SCORING IN 75-99 32% 27% 25% 31% 27%- 28% 32% 28%

THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 25% 25% 22% 24% 19% 21% 23%

RANGES 1-10 11% 12% 12% 8% 11% 8% 7% 10%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 26% 22% 20% 17% 22% 12% 18% 23%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 17% 18% 18% 10% 17% 4% 10% 17%

NUMBER TESTED 4024 3991 3662 2910 2910 -2488 2488 2488

MATH LONCIP1S

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 14% 12% 11% 8% 12% 7% 8% 12%

SCORING IN 75-99 29% 27% 27% 28% 28% 24% 26% 29%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 22% 22% 23% 20% 22% 22% 20%

RANGES 1-10 10% 13% 8% 11% 9% 8% 11%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 29% 27% 27% 28% 28% 15% 26% 29%

rAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 17% 19% 18% 10% 16% 9% 10% 18%

.NUMBER TESTED 4025 3998 3888 2910 2910 2488 2488 2488

MATR-PRUBLEMS

rq % OF STUOENTS 90-99 19% 15% 14% 12% 16% 11% 12% 17%

1,-- SCORING IN 75-99 32% 26% 24% 29% 28% 31% 30% , 27%

,--r THESE %ILE 1-25 26% 25% 27% 21% 25% 25% 20% 25%

I RANGES 1-10 12% 12% 12% 9% 11% 7% 9% 10%

--,I % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 31% 28% 24% 24% 26% 18% 25% 28%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 21% 21% 22% 15% 21% 11% 14% 20%

NUMBER TESTED 4024 3994 3689 2910 2910 2486 2488 2488

MAIM LLIMPUIATION

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 18% 14% 14% 9% 15% 14% 9% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 36% 32% 31% 34% 34% 36% 35% 34%

THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 29% 29% 30% 27% 15% 29% 28%

RANGES 1-10 13% 14% 14% 11% 13% 8% 11% 12%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 21% 17% 18% 9% 19% 8% 9% 20%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 15% 18% 18% 7% 15% 3% 7% 14%

NUMBER TESTED 4025 3995 3887 2910 2910 2488 2488 2488

1.I



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IDWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTW/DE
GRADE: 4
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE. 1982

/ ALL STUOENTS.
TESTE0

GR.4 GR.4 GR.4

STUDENTS
THE LAST

GR.3

TESTED .

2 YEARS

GR.4

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS- 90-99 19% 17% 15%, 19% 17% 20% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 36% 35% 33% 41% 38% 42% 37%

THESE %ILE 1-25 19% 14% 13% 13% 12% 12% 11%

RANGES 1-10 9% 7% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 39% 40% 38% 43% 41% 45% 42%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 14% 13% 9% 12% 9% 11%

NUMBER TESTED 4010 3982 3852 2910 2910 2488 2488

16% 12% 11% 11% 12% 17% 12% 12%
% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99 36% 34% 32% 37% 34% 40% 33% 35%

THESE %ILE, 1-25 19% 18% 17% 13% 10% 14% 12% 15%

RANGES 1-10 6%. 5% 4% 4% 4% 7% 3% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 41% 40% 38% 44% 40% 40% 45% 41%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 18% 17%, 10% 18% 11% 9% 15%

NUMBER TESTED 4027 4003 3687 2910 2910 2488 2488 2488

CAPITALILAIIUN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 13% 11% 13% 12% 14% 13%

SCORING IN 75-99 28% 30% 29% 39% 30% 40% 31%

0--1
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

24%
10%

19%
8%

19%
7%

15%
8%

17%
8%

15%
7%

18%
6%

CO
AT LEAST THIS +1 GE

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE
34%
24%

37%
19%

38%
19%

39%
12%

38%
17%

40%
12%

39%
18%

NUMBER TESTED 4024 4003 3887 2910 2910 2488 2488

PURCTUATITIN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 23% 24% 22% 27% 25% 23% 28%

SCORING IN 75-99 41% 44% 43% 52% 46% 53% 48%

THESE %ILE 1-25 14% 11% 9% 11% 8% lo% ex

RANGES 1-10 7% 5% 4% 5% 4% 5% 4%

% AT LEAST-THIS +1 GE 45% 50% 50% 57% 53% 58% 54%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 17% 12% 11% 11% 10% 10% 9%

NUMBER TFSTED 4020 3998 3884 2910 2910 2468 2438

USAGE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 20% 15% 14% 19% 18% 3% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 36% 34% 32% 31% 34% 32% 35%

THESE %ILE 1-25 18% 13% 18% 17% 15% 17% 14%

RANGES 1-10 9% 9% 3% 9% 7% 9% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 42% 40% 33% 42% 40% 43% 41%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE- 28% 25% 22% 21% 21% 21% 20%

NUMBER TESTED 4021 3994 3685 2910 2810 2488 2488

)-
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT_SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS CF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 4
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE. 1982

ALL STUOENTS
TESTED

GR.4 GR.4 GR.4

I STUOENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

,

GR.3 GR.4

STUOENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3 GR.4
79-80 80-81 81-82 40-81 81-82 79-80 40-81 41-82

WORK-STUDY SKILLS TOTAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 18% 15% 14% 14% 16% 14% 16%
SCORING IN 75-99 35% 33% 31% 31% 32% 32% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 21% 22% 19% 19%. 18% 19% 18%
RANGES 1-10 9% 9% 7% 7% 6% 7% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 33% 31% 29% 25% 30% 28% 31%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 21% 22% 19% 15% 18% 14% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 4011 3993 3682 2910 2910 2488 2486

VISUAL MATERIALS

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 17% 15% 14% 12% 18% 13% 16%
SCORING IN 75-99 -32% 31% 29% 31% 30% 32%, 30%
THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 22% 20% 18% 19% 16% 18%
RANGES 1-10 8% 7% 87. 5% 8% 5% 8%

.

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 31% 29% 26% 30% 27% 30%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 22% 23% 21% 18% 20% 16% 19%

NUMBER TESTED 4020 3' i7 3885 2910 2910 2486 2486

KEFtKENUE MA1ERIALS

r4
r4

'' % OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99

17%
32%

14%
31%

13%
30%

13%
33%

157!
31%

14%
34%

15%
32%

1--1 THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 23% 22% 20% 21% 20% 20%
I

..-.-

RANGES 1-10. 9% 10% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%

.4D i% AT LEAST THIS , +1 GE 32% 31% 30% 25% 31% 28% 32%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL ' -1 GE 21% 22% 20% 17% 19% 16% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 4012 3993 3684 2910 2910 2486 2486

lii



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHDDL DISTRICT

PRDFILE DF HIGH AND LDW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS DF BASIC SKILLS

SCHODL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 5
DATE DF REPDRT: JUNE,

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

1982
GR.5 GR 5 GR.5

1 STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPDSI1E

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 17% 20% 17% 16% 18% 13% 17% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 31% 35% 32% 33% 34% 32% 33% 34%
THESE %ILE 1-25 21% 20% 18% 18% 17% 19% 17% 17%
RANGES. 1-10 11% 10% 8% 8% 7% 5% 8% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 33% 37% 35% 30% 36% '27% 31% 38%
FAR FRDM GRADE LfVEL -1 GE 21% 20% '18% 16% 17% 11% 16% 17%

NUMBER TESTED 3724 3779 3817 3215 3215 2820 2820 2E20

RkAOINU TU1AL

% DF STUDENTS 90-99 15% 18% 15% 15% 17% 10% 16% 18%
SCORING IN 75-99 31% 35% 31% 32% 33% 29%. 32% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 25% 24% 24% 23% 20% 24% 23%
RANGES 1-10 11% 11% 9% 9% 9% 5% 9% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 33% 37% 34% 32% 35% 26% 32% 35%
FAR FRDM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 24% 23% 22% 20% 21% 16% 19% 21%

NUMBER TESTED 3725 3808 3E58 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

VUCABULART

% DF STUDENTS 90-99 16% 18% 16% 15% 17% 12% 10% 18%
1-4 SCDRING IN 75-99 31% 33% 30% 32% 31% 34% 33% 32%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 19% 17% 17% 18% 16% 16% 16%
RANGES 1-10 9% 8% 7% 6% 6% 7% 0% 6%

Lfl
CD % Al LEAST THIS +1 GE. 34% 37% 34% 32% 35% 28% 32% 36%

FAR FRDM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 22% 22% 20% 17% 19% 16% 17% 19%

NUM6ER TESTED 3726 3809 3863 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

REA1311W-CONFREFIENSTUR-
% DF STUDENTS 90-99 15% 18% 15% 14% 16% 10% 14% 16%
SCORING IN 75-99 29% 33% 29% 29% 31% 28% 29% 31%
THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 23% 24% 24% 23% 19% 23% 23%
RANGES 1-10 11% 11% 9% 10% 9% 8% 10% 9%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 33% 37% 34% 31% 35% 24% 32% 35%
FAR FRDM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 26% 25% 25% 24% 24% 16% 23% 24%

NUMBER TESTED 3725 3809 3860 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

1 1
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS Dr BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL. DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 5
DATE or REPDRT: JUNE, 1982

MATH TOTAL

% Dr STUDENTS 90-99
SCDRING IN 75-99
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

MA1H LUNLEWTS

% Dr STUDENTS
SCDRING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

% AT LEAtT THIS +1 GE
rAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

MAW IMBLEMS

t--( % DF STUDENTS 90-99
--1 SCDRING IN 75-99
'--I

THESE %ILE 1-25

I
RANGES 1-10

vi
1--, % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

MAIH LUMPUIAIIUN

% DF STUDENTS 90-99
SCDRING IN 75-99
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE
PAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

1 ALL STUDENTS
' TESTED

, 011,5 GR
' 79-80 80-81

GR.5
81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
79-80 80-81 81-82

.

16% 17% 15% 14% 16% 13% 15% 17%

30% 32% 31% 28% 32% 31% 29% 32%

21% 217. 19% 22% 18% 20% 22% 18%

107. 11% . 9% 10% 9% 8% 9% 9%

28% 30% 28% 23% 30% 18% 24% 30%

19% 19% 17% 16% 16% 8% 15% 18%

3718 3797 3852 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

147. 17% 14% 12% 15% 8% 13% 16%

30% 33% 32% 28% 33% 27% 29% 33sx

22% 21% 19% 20% 18% 21% 20% 10%

9% 9% 8% 10% 7% 7% 10% 7%

30% 33% 32% 28% 33% 27% 29% 33%

22% 21% 19% 16% 18% 10% 16% 18%

3720 3798 385E1 3215 3219 2820 2820 '2820

15% 17% 15% 16% 16% 12% 16% 18%

29% 31% 29% 27% 30% 30% 28% 30%

23% 25% 23% 23% 22% 18% 23% 22%

10% 97 8% 10% 7% 8% 9% 7%

29% 31% 29% 27% 30% 24% 27% 30%

237. 25% 23% 19% 22% 12% 19% 22%

3718 3797 3855 3215 3215 '2820 2820 2820

21% 23% .23% 15% 24% 10% 15% 24%

33% 34% 34% 34% 36% 34% 34% .38%

25% 25% 23% 27% 23% 28% 26% 23%

9% 10% 8% 12% 8% 9% 12% 8%

29% 30% 30% 18% 31% 10% 18% 31%

16% 17% 14% 13% 14% 5% 13% 14%

3718 3801 3855 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

I i 3



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PRUEILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IbWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 5
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.5 GR.5 GR.5

' STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR 5

STUDENTS USTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.579-80 80-81 81-112 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82
LANGUAGE TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 17% 21% 19% 18% 21% 18% 19% 21%SCORING IN 75-99 35% 40% 38% 36% 40% 39% 37% 41%THESE %ILE 1-25 18% 16% 13% 12% 12% 13% 12% 11%RANGES 1-10 8% 7% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4%
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 40% 46% 45% 41% 47% 42% 42% 47%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 21% 18% 16% 12% 14% 9% 12% 14%

NUMBER TESTED 3711 3794 3849 3215 321.5 2820 2820 2820
STILLIANu

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10%. 12% 11% 12% 12% 10% 13% 12%SCORING IN 75-99 31% 35% 32% 36% 34% 32% 37% 34%THESE %ILE 1-25 19% 18% 16% IS% 15% 14% 15% 15%RANGES 1-10 9% 7% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4%
% AT LEAST THIS +I GE 36% 40% 37% 42% 39% 40% 43% 40%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE I 23% 22% 21% 15% 19% 10% 15% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 3724 3809 3867 3215 3215 2820 2820. 2820
CAPTTACTIATTUN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 16% 16% 14% 17% 12% 14% 18%..--i SCORING IN 75-99 27% 13% 33% 32% 34% 38% 32% 35%1---i THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 24% 20% 17% 18% 17% 16% 17%I RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 7% El% 6% 8% 6% 6%Ln"
NJ % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 37% 42% 44% 39% 46% 38% 39% 46%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 29% 25% 21% 17% 19% 13% 16% 19%

NUMBER TESTED - 3723 3807 3867 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820
PONL1UAI1UN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 22% 28% 28% 25% 30% 28% 26% 30%SCORING IN 75-99 40% 46% 47%, 46% 49% 50% 46% 49%THESE %ILE 1-25 15% 12% 10% 9% 8% 12% 9% 8%RANGES 1-10 6% 5% 3% 4% 3% 6% 3% 3%
% AT LEAST THIS +I GE 49% 56% 57% 52% 60% 56% 53% 60%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 18% 16% 13% 10% 11% 12% 10% 11%

NUMBER TESTED 3722 3807 3864 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

90-99 16% 17% 15% 16% 17% 8% 17% 17%
% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN 75-99 32% 34% 31% 35% 33% 30% 35% 34%THESE %ILE 1-25 19% 18% 15% 15% 14% 16% 15% 15%RANGES 1-10 7% 7% 6% 7% 5% 8% 7% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 42% 45% 44% 41% 45% 42% 42% 46%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 25% 23% 21% 22% 20% 19% 22% 20%
NUMBER TESTED 3719 3806 3664 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

1
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROrILt OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIDE
GRADE; 5
DATE OF REPORT! JUNE, 1962

WORK-STUDY SKILLS TOTAL

% Or STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75,98
.THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

% AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL

+1 GE
-1 OE

NUMBER TESTED

17150W-1ATERIAES

% OF STUOENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

% AT LEAST THIS
rAR IRDM GRADE LEVEL

NUMBER

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

+1 GE
-1 GE

TESTED

RETERENLE MAlERIALS

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
1HESE %ILE
RANGES

% AT LEAST THIS.
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

41 GE
-1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.5 GR.5 GR.5

STUOENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.3 GR.4 GR.5
79-80 80-81 81-82 so-el 81-82_1 79-80 80-81 81-82

15% 18% 17% 16% 18% 15% 16% 19%

337. 38% 37% 35% 38% 33% 36% 39%
19% 19% 17% 19% 18% 18% 18% 18%
9% 10% 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7%

33% 38% 37% 337. 38% 27% 33% 39%
21% 20% 19% 19X 17% 14% 18% 18%

3718 3808 3882 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

A

13% 17% 18% 18% 18% 14% 17% 18%

231% 30% 35% 32%. 36% 33% 33% 37%
20% 19% 17% 19% 18% 18% 19% 18%

9% 8% 6% 6% 0% 5% 0% 6%

31% 37% 35% 32% 38% 28% 33% 37%
24% 23% /1%. 20% 20% 1r'. 20% 20%

3718- 3806 3886 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

>

17% 19% 17% 15% 13% 14% IS% 18%.
34% 38% 30% 32% 38% 34% 1.1% 39%
19% 20% 18% 21% 17% 18% 20% 17%
8% 9% 7% 8% 7% 7% 8% 7%

35% 39% 37% 32% 39% 26% 33% 39%
19% 20% IR% 19% 17% 15% 19% 17%

3718 3807 3862 3215 3215 2820 2820 2820

1 I



AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE; 8
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

I ALL STUOENTS
TESTEO

GR.6 GR 6 GR.8

I STUOENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.5 GR.8

I STUOENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5 GR.84_79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82
COMPOSITE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 15% 18% 19% 21% 20% 20% 22% 21%SCORING IN
THESE %ILE

75-99
1-25

30% 33%
24% 20%

35%
18%

38%
18%

38%
15%

36%
18%

37%
18%

38%
15%RANGES 1-10 12% 9% 8% 8% 5% 8% 8% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 35% 38% 3d% 40% 34% 39% 41%FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 27% 23% 20% 18% 19% 18% 18% 18%
NWS.ER TESTEO 3489 3529 3712 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

READTNU MAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 14% 17% 17% 19% 19% 18% 20% 19%SCORING IN 75-99 29% 32% 34% 37% 38% 35% 37% 38%THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 24% 21% 22% 20% 24% 22% 20%RANGES 1-10 13% 10% 7% 9% 7% 8% 9% 7%
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 38% 38% 39% 40% 35% 39% 41%FAR FR(M GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 29% 257. 23% 21% 22% 20% 20% 21%

NUMBER TESTEO 3490 3557 3750 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778
vuusuLAHT

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 14% 18% 15% 19% 17% 19% 20% 17%1-4
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 30% 31% 35% 33% 37% 35% 34%THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 21% 19% 17% 18% 18% 18% 18%RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 8% 8% 8% 6% 8% 5%

t..)1

4-
% AT
FAR

LEAST THIS
FROM GRAOE LEVEL

41 GE
-1 GE

32% 35%
30% 261

38%
247,

38%
20%

38%
23%

38%
18%

39%
19%

38%
23%

NUMBER TESTED 3491 3557 3755 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778
READITTUCOMPRERERSION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 12% 18% 17% % 19% 18% 20% 20%'CORING IN 75-99 27% 311' 34% 347 36% 34% 35% 37%THESE %ILE 1-25 26% 22% 20% 21% 19% 23% 20% 18%RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 7% 9% 7% 10% 9% 8%
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 36% 38% 39% 41% 35% 39% 41%FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 30%, 27% 25% 22% 24% 23% 22% 23%

NUMBER TESTEO 3490 3558 3758 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

11111111111111111111111111111111-11111111111-11111111111M
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 8

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR 6 GRA

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.5 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5 GR.8
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

MATH TOTAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 17% 18% 113% 18% 20% 18% 19% 21%
SCORING IN 75-99 31% 31% 33% 34% 35% 34% 35% 38%
THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 23% 21% ism 20% 21% 19% 19%
RANGES 1-10 12% 11% 9% 9% 8% 8% 10% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 31% 31% 33% 31% 35% 28% 32% 36%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 23% 23% 21% 17% 20% 14% 17% 197W

NUMBER TESTE0 3479 3557 3744 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

MATH CONCEPTS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99. 17% 17% 17% 17% 18% 15% 18% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 30% 32% 33% 35% 35% 30% 38% 36%
THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 25% 22% 20% 21% 17% 19% 21%
RANGES 1-10 12% 10% 8% 8% 7% 8% 8% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 37% 397. 39% 35% 41% 30% 36% 41%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 25% 25% 22% 20% 21% 14% 19% 21%

LJMBER TESTEO 3479 3580 3747 3144 3144 2778 2778 2776

---4HAIM P BUM
,-;

r--1

% or STUOENTS
SCORING IN

90-99
75-99

13%
27%

15%
27%

15%
28%

18%
n3%

17%
30%

21%
34%

18%
34%

17%
31%

1 THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 23% 22% 23% 21% 22% 22% 21%
I

RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 9% 8% 0% 9% 8% 9%
Ln
Ln % AT LEAST THIS

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL
+1 GE
-1 GE

30%
28%

30%
27%

31%
26%

33%
23%

33%
24%

32%
18%

34%
22%

34%
24%

NUMBER TESTED 1481 3560 3747 3144 3144 2778 2778 2778

MATH LUMPLUATION

'% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN

90-99
75-99

22%
34%

22%
35%

23%
38%

24%
38%

25%
38%

19%
39%

25%
38%

28%
40%

1HESE %ILE 1-25 224 22% 20% 21%. 19% 24% 23% 18%
RANGES 1-10 9% 7% 7% 9% El% 11% 9% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL

+1 GE
-1 GE

32%
20%

32%
19%

32%
17%

32%
15%

35%
18%

22%
13%

33%
1J%

38%
15%

NUMBER TESTED 3482 3580 3747 3144 3144 277E1 2778 2778



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL casTRIcrwrin
GRADE: 8
DATE OF REPORT. JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR 0 GR 6

I

GR.6

STUDENTS TESTED STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.0 GR.4 GR.5 GR.6
79-80 80-81 81-62 80-81 61-82 79-60 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL
-4

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 14% 19% 20% 22% 22% 20% 23% 23%
SCORING IN 75-99 30% 35% 38% 41% 40% ,37% 42% 41%
THESE %ILE 1-25 21% 17% 13% 14% 12% 16% 13% 11%
RANGES 1-10 9% 7% 4% 5% 4% 6% 5% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 36% 43% 47% 47% 49% 41% .49% 50%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 27% 22% 18% 16% 17% 16% 15% 16%

NUMBER TESTED 3470 3540 3740 3144 3144 2776 2,76 2776

SPLLUING 1-
% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 11% 12% 13% Til% 18% 13% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 32% 33% 37% 35% 38% 38% 367.

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 17% 16% 15% 14% 16% 14% 13%
RANGES 1-10 9% 8% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 41% 41% 42% 44% 43% 43% 45%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 27% 23% 21% 19% 19% 16% 19% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 3491 3553 3756 3144 3144 2776 2776 2776

CAFITALIZAIION

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 14% 16% 16% 17% 12% 17% 18%
SCORING IN 75-99 24% 31% 34% 34% 37% 29% 35% 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 23% 19% 21% 17% 20% 21% 17%
RANGES 1-10 13% 10% 7% 8% 6% 8% 7% 6%

Cr' % AT
FAR

LEAST THIS
FROM GRADE LEVEL

+1 GE
-1 GE

33%
34%

40%
29%

45%
24%

43%
23%

47%
23%

36%
20%

44%
22%

48%
22%

NUMBER TESTED 3496 3554 3755 3144 3144 2776 2776 2776

PUNCTUATION 1----

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 18% 24% 26% 30% 28% 24% 31% 29%
SCORING IN 75-99 34% 39% 42% 48% 45% 43% 49% 46%
THESE %ILE 1-25 17% 13% lox 10% 8% 12% 10% 8%
RANGES 1-10 ex 5% 3% 4% 3% 6% 3% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 43% 50% 54% 58% 56% 47% 59% 57%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 22% 16% 13% 14% 12% 15% 13% 12%

NUMBER TESTED 3488 3558 3753 3144 3144 2776 2776 277B

857kGE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 14% 15% 15% 18% 17% 21% ?IS% 17%
SCORING IN 75-99 29% 31% 33% 35% 35% 37% 36% 36%
THESE %ILE 1-25 21% 18% 14% 15% 13% 16% 15% 12%
RANGES 1-10 9% 7% 4% 6% 4% 7% 5% 4%

% AT
FAR

LEAST THIS
FROM GRADE LEVEL

+1 GE
-1 GE

41%
31%

47%
27%

50%
23%

47%
21%

51%
21%

43%
23%

48%
20%

52%
21%

NUMBER TESTED 3485 3559 3755 3144 3144 2776 2776 2776
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AUSTIN INCEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFI1E OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA esTs OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOO ! DISTRICTWIDE
GRA! : 8

DATE UF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

WORK-STUDY SKILLS TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

V. AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL

TISUALRATERIAES

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

41 GE
-1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-S9

ft?..
THESE %ILE 1-2b
RANGES 1-10

% AT LEAST THIS 41 GE
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESTED

R t-LNENCE MATERIALS
--1

NUMBER TESTED

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR.8 GR.0
79-80 60-81 61-82

13% 17% 19%
27% 31% 33%
25% 22% 16%.
12% 10% 8%

31% 34% 36%
29% 25% 21%

3483 3558 3752

12% 16% 17%
25% 29% 32%
30% 27% 22%
13% 11% 7%

31% 35% 39%
35% 31% 26%

3465 3559 3758

r....4 V. OF STUDENTS 90-99 15% 17% 16%
SCORING IN 75-99 29% 31% 33%
THESE %ILE 1 25 21% 17% 15%
RANGES 1-10 8% 8% 4%

V. AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 38% 40%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 27% 24% 21%

3465 3559 3753

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS ,

GR.5 GR.8
60-81 81-02

19% 21%
40% 38%
17% 18%
6% 0%

40% 40%
18% 20%

3144 3144

17% 19%
38% 34%
17% 20%
7% 6%

36% 41%
21% 24%

3144 3144

20% 20%
40% 35%
16% 14%
2% 4%

41% 42%
16% 19%

3144 3144

I STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.4 GR.5 GR.8
79-60 80-81 61-82

19% 20% 22%
36% 40% 37%
16% 17% 18%
8% 6% 5%

34% 40% 41%
18% 18% 19%

2776 2778 2778

19% 18% 19%
33% 38% 30%
19% 17% 20%
7% 8% 6%

33% 38% 42%
20% 21% 24%

2778 2778 2778

4

16% 21% 20%
33% 41% 38%
19% 18% 13%
6% 7% 3%

33% 42% 44%
17% 16% 18%

2776 2776 2778

1 ''
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE: 7

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUOENTS
TESTEO

GR.7 GR.7 Gpt.7

I STUOENTS IESTE0 STUOENTS TESTE0
THE LAST 2 YEARS THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7 GR 5 GR.8 GR.7
79-80 80-81 131-!::n 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 61-82

COMPOSITE

% OF STUOENTS 90.99 12% 15% 17% 18% 17% 17% 19% 18%
SCORING IN 75-99 29% 32% 34% 33% 35% 30% 34% 36%
THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 22% 20% 21% t9% 22% 20% 18%
RANGES 1-10 14% 9% 7% io% 7% 10% 9% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 31% 33% 10% 34%. 38% 32% 36% 37%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 34x 28% 2:% 24% 23% 22% 23% 22%

NUMBER TESTED 3895 3848 3782 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

READING TUTAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 11% 13% 14% 17% 16% 15% 18% 15%
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 30% 31% 32% 32% 30% 33% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 25% 23% 25% 21% 28% 24% 20%
RANGES 1-10 14% 10% 8% 11% 8% 11% io% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE JiX 34% 15% 35% 38% 32% 37% 36%
FAR FROM (RADE LEVEL -1 GE 35% 29% 27% 28% 28% 24% 25% 25%

NUMBER TESTE0 3898 3714 3885 3140, 3140 2808 2808 28011

VOMAGGLART

)--1 % OF STUOENTS 90-99 13% 14% 15% 16% 15% 16% is% s 15%
r--4 SCORING IN 75-99 30% 33% 33% 30% 34% 30% 31% 35%
'-1 THESE %ILE 1-25 29X 24% 22% 22% 20% 20% 21% 19%

I RANGES 1-10 12% 9% 0% 9% 7% 8% 5% 8%
Lri

00 % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 34% 38% 37% 34% 38% 33% 34% 39%
FAR PROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 34% 29% 28% 27% 25% 23% 28% 24%

NUMBER TESTE0 3898 3718 3678 3140 3140 2808 2808 2608

REATII1MCURPR HLNS 1 UN

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 10% 12% 13% 18% 14% 15% Is% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 24% 27% 28% 30% 29% 29% 31% 30%
THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 23% 21% 23% 20% 25% 22% 19%
RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 0% 5% 7% 11% 9% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 29% 32% 33% 36% 34% 33% 37% 35%
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 34% 29% 27% 28% 25% 27% 27% 247.

NUMBER TESTED 3899 3717 3887 3140 3140 2806 2608 2800

1- I)
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE DF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 7
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

I ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7

1 STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.8 GR.7

79-60 80-81 81-82 60-81 81-82 79-80 60-81 81-82

MATH TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 14% 15% 18% 17% 18% 18% 18% 17%

SCORING IN 75-99 31% 31% 31% 31% 32% 30% 32% 33%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 22% 21% 23% 20% 21% 22% 19%

RANGES 1-10 12% 10% 8% 12% 7% AO% 11% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE. 31% 31% 31% 31% 32% 27% 32% 33%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 26% 24% 24% 23% '22% 19% 22% 21%

NUMBER TESTED 3888 3597 3844 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

MATH CONI-L1715-

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 14% 14% 14% 17% 15% 14% 18% 15%

SCORING IN 75-99 32% 33% 33% 32% 33% 30% 33% 34%

THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 19% 19% 25% 18% 23% 24% 17%

RANGES 1-10 12% 9% 8% 10% a% 9% 9% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 38% 39% 39% 38% 40% 30% 39% 41%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 29% 24% 24% 25% 23% 23% 24% 22%

NUMBER TESTED 3892 3701 3849 3140 3140 2608 2808 2808

RPM PRUBLEMS

r-i
% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 13% 14% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15%

rq SCORING IN 76-99 25% 25% 27% 27% 27% 29% 28% 28%

r-i
THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 21% 19% 24% 19% 24% 23% 18%

1
RANGES 1-10 13% 12% 10% 10% 10% 9% 9% 9%

Ln
.AD % ATAAAST THIS +1 GE 29% 30% 31% 29% 32% 29% 30% 32%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 33% 30% 28% 26% 28% 24% 27% 27%

NUMBER TESTED 3893 3701 3851 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

--+
MATIFCCIPPUTATTUR

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 17% 17% 17% 22% 18% 22% 23% 19%

SCORING IN 75-99 37% 38% 38% 34% 40% 34% 35% 41%

rHEsE %ILE 1-25 22% 111% 18% 22% 17% 25% 22% 18%

RANGES 1-10 8% 6%, 5% 7% 5% 8% 7% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 28% 28% 29% 31% 30% 30% 32% 31%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 22% 19% 18% 19% 17% 18% 18% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 3895 3702 3848 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

1 2 3
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTW/DE
GRADE: 7
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.8 GR.7
80-81 81-52 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-02

LANGUAGE TOTAL

4_29-80

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 14% 17% 19% 18% 18% 20% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 32% 38% 35% 37% 34% 38% 38%
THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 20% 16% 187. 14% 19% 18% 13%
RANGES 1-10 11% 8% 5% 7% 4% 8% 8% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 40% 44% 42% 48% 39% 43% 47%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 34% 27% 23% 23% 21% 22% 227, 20%-

NUMBER TESTED 3858 3885 3814 3140 3140 2808 2805 2506

SPEErl

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 8% 9% 10% 12% 11% 10% 12% 10%
SCORING IN 75-99 25% 29% 32% 32% 33% 32% 33% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 28% 23% 113% 18% 17% 19% 17% 16%
RANGES 1-10 12% 9% 8% 7% 5% 5% 8% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 32% 38% 40% 41% 41% 37% 42% 41%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 35% 29% 25% 25% 24% 24% 23% 23%

NUMBER TESTED 3895 3713 3557 3140 3140 2508 2808 2808

LAPIIALILATIUN

1--1 % OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 13% 17% 14% 19% 12% 15% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 24% 31% 38% 31% 38% 25% 31% 39%
THESE %ILE 1-25 33% 28% 21% 23% 20% 28% 22% 19%

I
RANGES 1-10 12% 10% 8% 10% 8% 11% 9% 5%

CN
CD % AT

FAR
LEAST THIS
FRUM GRADE LEVEL

41 GE
-1 GE

34% 41%
43% 37%

46%
30%

40%
30%

49%
28%

38%
29%

41%
28%

SO%
27%

NUMBER TESTED 3901 3715 3887 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

TUATIUN

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 18% 19% 23% 21% 22% 2'4% 21%
SCORING IN 75-99 30% 38% 39% 39% 41% 39% 40% 42%
THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 18% 13% 13% 12% 14% 12% 11%
RANGES 1-10 8% 5% 4% 5% 3% 6% 4% 3%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 39% 46% 49% 49% 51% 49% 51% 53%.
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 30% 24% 21% 18% 19% 10% 17% 15%

NUMBER TESTED 3898 3114 3558 3140 3140 2808 2808 2908

USAGE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 14% 18% 15% 17% 18% IS% 17%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 30% 32% 31% 33% 31% 32% 34%
THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 22% 19% 18% 15% 19% 10% 17%
RANGES 1-10 10% 7% 5% 7% 4% 7% 7% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 37% 40% 44% 48% 45% 42% 47% 46%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 35% 29% 28% 28% 24% 26% 27% 23%

NUMBER TESTED 3898 3717 3557 31,40 3140 . 2505 2808 2808
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 7
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

1 ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.7 GR.7 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.5 GR.6 GR.7

79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

WORK-STUDY SKILLS TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% +13% 15% 17% 16% 15% 18% 17%

SCORING IN 75-99 24% 29% 31% 30% 32% 33% 31% 33%

THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 24% 22% 23% 21% 20% 22% 20%

RANGES 1-10 15% 10% 10% 10% 9% 9% 9% 9%

% AT LEAST THIS 1-1 GE 29% 34% 35% 34% 36% 33% 15% 37%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 36% 30% 29% 26% 27% 21% 25% 26%

NUMBER TESTED 3894 3711 3857 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808
4

VISUAL MAltRIAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 . 10% 14% 16% 16% 17% 13% 17% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 24% 30% 33% 28% 34% 31% 29% 35%

THESE %ILE 1-25 29% 23% 24% 27% 23% 21% 26% 22%

RANGES 1-10 14% 10% 10% 11% 9% 9% 11% 9%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 30% 36% 38% 35% 39% 31% 36% 40%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 36% 29% 29% 32% 28% 24% 31%. 26%

NUMBER TESTED 3894 3715 3860 3140 3140 2808 2808 2808

fr-I
8% 11% 12% 17% '12% 17% 18% 12%

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
,--1 SCORING IN 75-99 27% 30% 3%1 31% 32% 34% 31% 33%

1--i THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 22% 21% 18% 19% 20% 17% 19%

1
RANGES 1-10 12% 10% 1% . 7% 8% a% 6 % 7%

CN
% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 30% 33% 34% 38% 35% 35% 39% 36%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 33% 31% 25% 28% 20% 23% 28%

NUMBER TESTED 3897 3713 3861 3140 3140 2800 2808 2808
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF.HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC, SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRADE: 8
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR.8 GR.8

' STUDENTS
THE LAST

GR.7

TESTED
2 YEARS

GR.8

' STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7 GR.8
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 16% 18% .16% 19% 15% 16% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 32% 35% 34% 36% 31% 347. 37%
THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 25% 19% , 19% 18% 22% 18% 18%
RANGES 1-10 15% 11% 7% 6% 6% 10% 5% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 29% 34% 37% 36% 38% 32% 36% 38%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 31% 26% 24% 25% 26% 24% 25%

NUMBER TESTED 3854 3717 3478 2990 2990 2630 2630 2630

KLAU1N6 1U1AL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 14% 15% 14% 16% 15% 14% 16%
SCORING IN - 75-99 27% 31% 32% 32% 33% 30% 32% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 31% 28% 24% 21% 22% 27% 21% 22%
RANGES 1-10 14% 12% 8% 7% 7% 12% 7% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 30% 34% 36% 36% 37% 33% 36% 36%
rAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 33% 30% 25% 28% 28% 25% 28%

.NUMBER TESTED 3856 3795 3554 2990 2990, 2630 2630 2630

VOcmIULART

% OF STUOENTs 50-99 15% 177. 19% 14% 20% 15% 15% 20%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 30% 32% 35% 33% 29% 35% 33%
THESE %ILE 1-25 29% 27% 22% 21% 20% 23% 20% 20%
RANGES 1-10 16% 13% 9% 6 8% 11% 6% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 30% 33% 36% 39% 37% 33% 39% 37%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 35% 29% 26% 28% 29% 26% 28%

NUMBER TESTED 3856 3796 3561 2990 2990 2630 2630 2630

READINGCDRPREHENSION

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 14% 15% 13% 15% 13% 13% 15%
SCORING IN 75-99 27% 31% 33% 29% 34% 28% 29% 34%
THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 24% 22% 19% 20% 24% 19% 20%
RANGES 1-10 12% 11% 9% 6% 8% 10% 6% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 29% 33% 35% 34% 36% 32% 34% 36%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 36% 33% 30% 25% 29% 30% 25% 29%

NUMBER TESTED 3866 3796 3555 2990 2990 2630 2630 2630

12,0
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTW/DE
GRADE: 5
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
IESTED

GR.E1 GR.5 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.7 GRA

1 iSTUDENTS TESTED
ITHE LAST 3 YEARS
1

GR.8 GR.7 GR.', I

79-80 50-81 51-82 80-81 81-82 79-50
1--

80-81 81-82 '

1-

MATH TOTAL

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 14% 16% 15% 16% 16% 18% 16% 17%

SCORING IN 75-99 27% 31% 32% 33% 33% 32% 34% 34%

THESE %ILE 1-25 31% 27% 24% 18% 23% 22% 17% 22%

RANGES 1-10 15% 12% 10% 7% 9% 11% 8% 8%

% AT LEAST IHIS +1 GE 27% 31% 32% 33% 33% 32% 34% 34%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 32% 29% 28% 20% 24% 22% 19% 23%

NUMBER TESTED 3885 3782 3539 2990 2990 2830 2630 2830

MAW LUNCEPTS
1-

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 16% 18% 17% 15% 15% 17% 15% 187.

SCORING IN 75-99 28% 32% 32% 35% 33% 31% 38% 33%

THESE %ILE 1-25 26% 24% 22% 16% 21% 24% 15% 20%

RANGES 1-10 13% 11% 9% 7% 8% 10% 6% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS 41 GE 31% 35% 35% 42% 37% 38% 42% 37%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 30% 28%. 25% 20% 23% 24% 19% 22%

NUMBER 7E57E0 3872 3788 3541 2990 2990 2630 2830 2630

MATH PROMMS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 13% 15% 15% 14% 18% 14% 14% 16%

SCORING IN 75-99 26% 29% 31% 27% 32% 28% 28% 32%

THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 27% 24% 15% 23% 23% 18% 22%

RANGES 1-10 11% 9% 7% tO% 6% 10% .9% 6%

CT,

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 26% 29% 31% 32% 32% 11% 32%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 35% 32% 29% 27% '215% 27%
.33%
28% 27%.

NUMBER TESTED 3871 3785 3541 2990 2990 2630 2830 2630

PATH cumpulAalum

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 18% 177. la% 15% 111% 23% 18% 19%

SCORING IN 75-99 31% 34% 38% 41% 38% 36% 42% 39%

THESE %ILE 1-29 24% 20% In 15% 10% 20% 14% 16%

RANGES 1-10 10% a% 7% 4% 6% a% 4% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 22% 28% 27% 31% 29% 33% 32% 30%

rAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 28% 24% 21% 15% 20% 17% 14% 19%

NUMBER 7E57E0 3689 3757 3544 2990 2990 2630 2630 2630
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AUSTINLINDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 8
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE 19'82

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GRA I GR.7 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.8 GR.7 GR.8
,2,9-80 80-81 81-82 1 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

LANGUAGE TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-89 11% 15% 19% 15% 19% 15% 16% 19%
SCORING IN 75-99 25% 32% 38% 34% 38%- 31% 34% 37%
THESE NILE 1-25 27% 23% -_17% 16% 16% 20% 15% 15%
RANGES 1-10 14% 10% 7% 5% 6% 8% 5% 5%

% AT LEAST THIS 41 GE 33% 41% 46% 43% 48% 37% 43% 48%
FAR FRoM GRADE LEVEL -1 DE 36% 31% 25% 23% 23% 20% 23% 22%

NUMBER TESTED 3815 3748 3526 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

SPEELIND

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 11% 12% 9% 13% 10% 9% 13%
SCORING IN 75-99 24% 26% 29% 31% 30% 29% 32% 30%
THESE %ILE 1-25 30% 28% 21% 19% 19% 20% 18% 19%
RANGES 1-10 14% 12% 8% 6% 8% 9% 8% 7%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 31% 34% 37% 39% 38% 36% 39% 38%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 39% 37% 30% 25% 28% 26% 25% 28%

NUMBER TESTED 3859 3797 3555 2990 2990 2636 2630 2630

LAPIIALI[AilUN

1--4 % OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 15% 19% 14% 20% 10% 14% 20%
1-4 SCORING IN 75-99 21% 28% 34% 33% 37% 24% 34% 37%
1--1 THESE %ILE 1-25 33% 28% 21% 22% 19% 27% 22% 19%
I RANGES 1-10 13% 10% 7% 8% 6% 12% 8% 5%
CN
Z, % AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 44% 51% 43% 53% 33% 44% 54%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 44% 38% 30% 33% 28% 33% 31% 27%

NUMBER TESTED 3858 3799 3558 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

PUNCTUATION

% OF STUDENTS 80-99 14% 20% 23% 18% 24% 19% 18% 24%
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 35% 39% 39% 41% 3EX 40% 41%
THESE %ILE 1-25 24% 18% 13% 13% 11% 11,% 12% 10%
RANGES 1-10 11% 8% 5% 3% 4% 5% 3% 4%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 35% 44% 48% 49%. 50% 45% 49% 51%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1-GE 36% 29% 22% 20% 20% 21% 19% 19%

'

NUMBER TESTED 3888 3779 3557 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

USAGE

% OF STUDENTS 50-99 11% 14% 18% 18% 18% 14% 16% 17%
SCORING IN 75-99 25% 30% 34% 33% 36% 30% 33% 36%
THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 22% 18% 16% 18% 20% 16% 18%
RANGES 1-10 11% 10% 7% 5% 8% 8% 5% 6%

% AT LEAST THIS 41 GE 39% 48% 50% 43% 52% 44% 43% 51%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 32% 27% 29% 25% 31% 25% 25%

NUMBER TESTED 3889 3782 3580 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHDOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE 8
DA11 I "rPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.8 GR.8 GR.8

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.7 GR.8

/ STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.6 GR.7 GR.8
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 74-80 80-81 81-82

WORK-STUDY SKILLS TOTAL

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 14% 18% 14% 18% 14% 14% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 24% 30% 33% 31% 35% 28% 31% 35%

THESE %ILE
RANGES

1-25
1-10

32%
14%

28%
12%

23%
10%

21%
ex

21%
8%

24%
10%

20%
8%

20%
8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 29% 35% 38% 38% 40% 32% 37% 40%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 40% 35% 30% 26% 28% 28% 28% 27%

NUMBER TESTED 3883 3780 3580 2990 2990 2830 2830 2830

VISUAL MATERIALS

V. OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 18% 19% 15% 20% 12% 18% 21%

SCORING IN 75-99 25% 31% 34% 32% 38% 28% 33% 36%

THESE' %ILE 1-25 31% 28% 21% 21% 19% 28% 21% 19%

RANGES 1-10 11% a% 7% 9% 8% 12% 8% 8%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 30% 38% 39% 38% 41% 31% 39% 41%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 41% 35% 30% 26% 28% 34% 28% 27%

NUMBER TESTED 3888 3783 3584 2990 2990 2830 2530 2830

REFER

H % OF STUDENTS 90-!99 10% 12%, 14% 12% 15% 18% 12% 15%

H SCORING IN 75-99 25% 29% 31% 32% 33% 30% 32% 33%

H THESE %ILE. 1-25 31% 27% 24% 18% 22% 19% 18% 21%

1

cn
ln

RANGES

V. AT LEAST THIS

1-10

+1 GE

12%

. 28%

10%

32%

8%

35%

7%

35%

7%

37%

8%

37%

6%

38%

8%

37%

FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE 37% 33% 30% 29% 28% 25% 28% .27%

- NUMBER TESTED 3885 3784 3582 2490 2990 2830 2030 2630
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONM.

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE: Of
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

11*** 1970 NORMS * *
PROGRESS

ALL STUOENTS TESTE0

GR.09 GR.09 GR.09 GR.09 GR.09
77-78 78-78 79-80 60-81 81-82

REAOING

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 9% 8% 9% 7% 8%
SCORING IN 75-99 21% 18%. 19% 17% in
THESE %ILE 1-25 38% 41% 40% 42% 40%
RANGES 1-10 17% 19% 19% 20% 18%

NUMBER TESTE0 4526 4722 4478 3926 4122

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% .8% 9% 8% 8%
SCORING IN 75-99 21% 19% 21% 18% 20%
THESE %ILE 1-25 37% 39% 38% 38% 37%
RANGES 1-10 20% 21% 21% 21% 20%.

NUMBER TESTE0 4512 4701 4456 0900 4093

MATH COMPUTATION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 8% 6% 8% 7% 7%
SCORING IN 75-99 21% 19% 21% 20% 19%
THESE %ILE 1-25 39% 40% 36% 36% 38%
RANGES 1-10 19% 19% 19% 17% 18%

NUMBER TESTE0 4465 4662 4443 3938 4089

CT, MECHANICS OF WRITING

5%. 5% 6% 6%% OF STUOENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99 16% 15% 17% 17%
THESE %ILE 1-25 46% 48% 44% 43%
RANGES 1-10 26% 28% 26% 23%

NUMBER TESTE0 4508 4713 4463 40S8

ENGLISH EXPRESSION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 6% 5% 7% 6%
SCORING IN 75-99 16% 14% 16% 15%
THESE %ILE 1-25 48% 51% 49% 49%
RANGES 1-10 25% 28% 27% 27%

NUMBER TESTE0 4520 4711 4464 3928

SCIENCE
,

% OF STUOENTS 90799 9% 8% 9% '`- 9%
SCORING IN 75-99 20% 20% 20% . , 20%
THESE %ILE 1-25 38% 40% 39% 41%
RANGES 1-10 23% 23% 24% 25%

NUMBER TESTE0 4466 4670 4446 4091

SOCIAL STUDIES

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 ex 13% ex ex
SCORING IN 75-99 16% 18% 15% 15%
THESE %ILE 1-25 43% 46% 45% 46%
RANGES 1-10 20% 21% 22% 22%

'NUMBER TESTE0 4466 4856 4434 1929
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDLICATIONAII.

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE: 10
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

***** 1970 NORMS mt*
PROGRESS

ALL STUOENTS TESTEO

GR.10 GR.10 GR.10 GR.10 GR.10

STUOENTS
TESTED BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.09 GR.10
77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82

REAOING

% OF STUOENTS iO-99 10% 10% 10% 9% 9% 10% 10%

SCORING IN 75-99 24% 23% 22% 21% 21% 23% 24%
THESE %ILE 1-25 35% 34% 36% 38% 36% 30% 32%
RANGES 1-10 19% 17% 18% 20% 17% 11% 15%

NUMBER TESTEO 4139 3999 3905 3707 3248 2308 2308

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 12% 14%

SCORING IN 75-99 25% 25% 24% 24% 24% 28% 26%
THESE %ILE 1-25 29% 28% 28% 30% 28% 28% 24%
RANGES 1-10 15% 15% 14% 15% 14% 14% 11%

NUMBER TESTEO 4115 3984 3887 3893 3231 2308 2308

MATH COMPUTATION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 10% 13%
SCORING IN 75-99 24% 25% 26% 25% 24% 28% 28%
THESE %ILE 1-25 34% 29% 29% 29% 29% 23% 25%
RANGES 1-10 14% 11% 10% 11% 10% 8% 8%

NUMBER TESTE0 4049 3939 3861 3892 3207 2308 2308

MECHANICS OF WRITING

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 Et% 7% 8% 8% 8%
SCORING IN 75-99 18% 19% 18% 18% 21%
THESE %ILE 1-25 42% 40% 41% 40% 35%
RANGES 1-10 24% 21% 21% 20% 17%

NUMBER TESTEO 4132 3889 3900 3225 2308

ENGLISH EXPRESSION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 8% 7% 7% 8% 9%
SCORING IN 75-99 18% 17% 18% 17% 21%
THESE %ILE 1-25 42% 41% 42% 41% 37%
RANGES 1-10 23% 22% 23% 22% 17%

NUMBER TESTED 4133 3997 3908 3704 2308

SCIENCE

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 11% 9% 9% 9% 10%

SCORING IN 75-99 23% 21% 21% 19% 23%
THESE %ILE 1-25 35% 34% 35% 35% 32%
RANGES 1-10 19% 18% 18% 11% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 4037 3944 3857 3214 2308

SOCIAL STUOIES

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 8% 7%* 7% 7% 8%
SCORING IN 75-99 20% 19% 18% 18% 20%
THESE %ILE 1-25 38% 35% 37% 38% 33%
_RANGES 1-10 17% 16% 18% 19% 14%

NUMBER TESTEO 4049 3932 3880 3704 2308

1 1



AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS t**** 1970 NORMS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONA11. PROGRESS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRAOE: 11 ALL STUOENTS TESTED
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

GR.11 GR.11 GR.11 GR.11 GR.11

STUOENTS
TESTE0 BOTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.10 GR.11

1 STUOENTS TESTE0
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR.t1
77-78 78-.79 79-80 80-91 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81

READING

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 9% 11% 9% 10% 11% 12% 12% 11% 13%
SCORING IN . 75-99 24% 24% 26% 23% 23% 28% 26% 26% 26% 27%
THESE %ILE 1-25 35% 34% 33", 37% 35% 30% 31% 28% 29% 31%
RANGES 1-10 17% '18% 14% 17% 15% 13% 13% 9% 13% 13%

NUMBER TESTED 349 3409 3334, 3333 3157 2390 2390 1921 1921 1921

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS

% OF-STUOENTS 90-99 13% 14% 15% 14% 14% 16% 17% 15% 17% 17%
SCORING IN 75-99 28% 30% 31% 29% 30% 31% 34X 30% 32% 35%
THESE %ILE 1-25 25% 24% 23% 25% 23% 22% 19% 24% 227. 19%
RANGES 1-10 11% 11% 10% 11% 10% 10% 8% 12% 10% 8%

NUMBER TESTE0' 3491 3397 3315 3318 3139 2390 2390 1921 1921 1921

MATH COMPUTATION

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 12% 127. 13% 11% 11% 18% 13% 13% 17% 14%
SCORING IN 75-99 25% 26% 28% 25% 25% 33% 29% 31% 34% 30%
THESE %ILE 1-25 29% 27X 24% 25% 24% 20% 20% 24% 20% 19%
RANGES 1-10 14% 11% 9% 9% 9% 7% 7% 10% 7% 7%

r-4 NUMBER TESTEO 3366 3384 3280 3317 312g 2390 2390 1921 1921 1921

MECHANICS OF WRITING
CO

% OF STUOENTS, 90-99 8% 8% 9% e% 9% 9% 9%
SCORING IN 75-99 19% 21% 22% 21% 24% 25% 24%
THESE %ILE 1-25 39% 38% 37% 37% 33% 28% 31%
RANGES 1-10 20% 19% 19% 18% 15% 13% 14%

NUMBER TESTE0 3481 3402 3324 3141 2390 1921 1921

ENGLISH EXPRESSION

% OF STUCKNTS 90-99 7% 8% 9% 8% 11% 10% 11%
SCORING IN 75-99 16% 19% 20% 19% 22% 22% 23%
THESE %ILE 1-25 41% 39% 38% 40% 32% 34% 32%
RANGES 1-10 23% 21% 21% 23% 18% 15% 15%

NUMBER TESTED 3483 3402 3330 3331 2390 1921 1921

SCIENCE

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 13% 11%
SCURING IN 75-99 24% 26% 25% 23% 25% 28% 26%
THESE %ILE 1-25 31% 30% 30% 32% 29% 28% 29%
RANGES 1-/0 17% 18% 16% 17% 14% 13% 14%

NUMBER TESTE0 3383 3388 3275 3130 2390 1921 1921

SOCIAL STUOIES

% OF STUOENTS 90-99 7% 10% 10% .9% 9% 9% 10%
SCORING IN 75-99 19% 22% 22% 19% 23% 22% 23%
THESE %ILE 1-25 34% S3% 33% 37% 29% 30% 29%
RANGES 1-10 17% 18% 15% 18% 13% 12% 12%

NUMBER TESTE0 3383 3381 3289 3328 2390 1921 1921
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAIr

SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE
GRAOE: 12
DATE OF REPORT. JUNE. 1982

ts*** 1970 NORMS
PROGRESS

ALL STUDENTS TESTED

GR.12 GR.12 GR.12 GR.12 GR.12

STUDENTS
1 TESTED BOTH

OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.11 GR.12

1 STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE STUDENTS TESTED EACH

LAST THREE YEARS OF THE LAST FOUR YEARS

GR.10 GR.11 GR.12 GR.09 GR.10 GR.11 GR.12

77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

READING .

f

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 11% 11% 12% 11% 11% 11% 11% 13% 11% 12% 13% 14% 11% 13%

SCORING IN 75-99 23% 25% 28% 24% 24% 27% 25% 28% 28% 27% 28% 287. 28% 27%

THESE %ILE 1-25 36% 34% 31% 35% 38% 32% 36% 28% 31% 34% 26% 27% 30% 34%

RAMJES 1-10 18% 17% 15% 15% 19% 13% 17% 137. 12% 17% 8% 12% 12% 16%

NUMBER TESTED 2043 2725 2704 2830 2819 2264 2284 1794 1794 1794 1597 15971 1597 1597

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 12% 14% 15% 13% 13% 17% 14% 17% 19% 15% 14% 18% 20% 18%

SCORING IN 75-99 28% 32% 33% 31% 32% 35% 34% 33% 38% 37% 30% 34% 38% .38%

THESE %ILE 1-25 27% 23% 23% 24% 27% 20% 25% 20% 20% 23% 23% 19% 19% 23%

RANGES 1-10 12% 10% 9% 10% 12% 9% 11% 9% 8% 11% 11% 9% 8% 11%

! NUMBER TESTED 2038 2718 2890 2819 2810 2284 2284' 1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

MATH COMPUTATION

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 10% 11% 9% 8% 13% 9% 17% 14% 10% 12% 18% 15% 11%

SCORING IN 75-99 26% 27% 29% 25% 25% 30% 27% 35% 32% 30% 32% 37% 33% 31%

THESEAILE 1-25 33% 29% 29% 30% 32% 20% 30% 20% 18% 29% 23% 18% 18% 28%

RANGES 1-10 18% 13% 12% 12% 13% 8% 12% 7% 5% 12% 9% 8% 5% 12%

NUMBER TESTED 1876 2657 2894 2813 2801 2264 2284 1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

MECHANICS OF WRITING .

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 6% 81 7% 6% 7% 8% 7% 8% 8% 7%

SCORING IN 75-99 17% 20% 20% 19% 21% 24% 21% 25% 25% 22%

1HESE %ILE 1-25 42% 38% 38% 41% 39% 30% 37% 30% 29% 35%

RANGES 1-10 20% 19% 18% 21% 19% 14% 18% 14% 13% 18%

NUMBER TESTED 2025 2715 2895 2810 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

ENGLISH EXPRESSION

,% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 9% 12% 10% 10% 9% 10% 9% 9% 11%

SCORING IN 75-99 19%' 20% 23% 20% 23% 22% 24% 22% 22% 24%

THESE %ILE 1-25 41% 39% 36% 37% 34% 33% 33% 35% 32% 32%

RANGES 1-10 23% 22% 20% 20% 19% 16% 18% 15% 15% 17%

NUMBER TESTED 2025 2711 2890 2825 2284 1794 1794 1587 1597 1597

SCIENCE

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 10% 11% 12% 9% 10% 13% 11% 13% 13% 11%

SCORING IN 75-99 257. 287. 28% 23% 25% 27% 26% 30% 28% 27%

THESE %ILE 1-25 337. 29% 27% 347. 32% 26% 32% 25% 25% 31%

RANGES 1-10 16% 15% 13% 18% 15% 12% 15% 12% 11% 14%

NUMBER TESTED 1869 2858 2893 2799 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 -1597

SOCIAL STUDIES

% OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 9% 10% 10% 11% 9% 12% 9% 10% 13%

SCORING IN 75-99 19% 21% 21% 111% 23% 23% 25% 24% 24% 26%

THESE %ILE 1-25 36% 33% 33% 35% 31% 29% 31% 29% 28% 30%

RANGES 1-10 18% 17% 17% 18% 15% 12% 14% 10% 11% 13%

NUMBER TESTED 1868 2653 2881, 2819 2264 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597

1 3



81 . 30

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILES

TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF BASIC SKILLS

GRADES 3, 5, AND 9
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TEXAS /:\SSESSMENT OF BASIC SKILLS
SUMMARY REPORT

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUST IN ISD

CASK:
SKILLS
AREAS

ORJERTIVES

A
1

A

ALL STUDENTS

RK p
NOTfaA

MAS1CRING
NI ,;.111,t) Pr nrtr:l Numut

1.READ AND WRITE WHOLE NUMBERS 3259 85 581

2.0RDER WHOLE NUMBERS 2304 60 1536

3.ADD WHOLE NUMBERS 3290 56 550

V:Stib/RAt/-11HOCE RUMBERS 2673 7,) 1167
5.SOLVE WORD PROBLEMS: +, 3236 84 604
6.00MPLETE NUMBER PATTERNS 315¢ $2. 6$1
7.MULT1PLY WHOLE NUMBERS 3528 92 312

8.IDENTIFY FRACTIONAL PARTS 3040 79 800
9.11:WHI1EY VALUESAF MONEY 3341 87 429

10.SELECT UNITS OF MEASURE 24'23 63 1417

STUDENTS TESTED: 3841

A

1. IDENT IFY MAIN IDEA
2.RECALL FACTS, DETAILS
3.5EQUENCE EVENTS
.FOLIbalWRITTEN DIRECT IONS

5.RECOGNIZE WORDS THROUGH PHONIC ANALYSIS
6.USE CONTEXT CLUES

77111115MTAHU Val) MUC riffE5
8.RECOGNIZE WORDS BY SIGHT

Firpon7 DA1E MAY 1982

E or TESTING FEBRUARY 1982

GRADF 03

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

TOTAL ENROLLMENT

Number Not Teelvd

4086

219

The following driln are based on
NUMflEfl or STDUNTS -TESTED

NUMOEn PEnCENT
3867 100

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
Amoican Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Parilic Islander
Slack
Hkpanic
While

13
63

769
1152
1870

2
20
30
48

2464 65 1338
3097 81 7n5
2.626 09
3671 97 131
3544 93 258
3277 86 525
3173 83 629
3577 94 225

FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 1633 42

TIllE I REGULAR PROGRAM 620 16

STUDENTS TESTED: 3802

TITLE I MIGRANT PROGRAMS
Language Arts Program
Mathematics Program
Oral Language Devnlopment Program
Eligible but not Participating
Neither Eligible nor Participating

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

I .SPEL L ING
2.PUNCTUAT ION
3.CAPITALIZATION
4.coRRECT-ERTI5B USATE
5.SENTENCE STRUCTURE

3696
2665
3423
3161
2757

97
70
90
84
73

97
1128
370

1036

BILINGUAL PROGRAM

34

34
69

3762

251

256

1

2
97

6

WRITTEN COMPOSITION
ORGANIZATION OF IDEAS
APPROP. RESPONSE TO TOPIC
% R.S.OF 4 % R.S.OF 3 % R.S.OF 2 % R.S.OF

8 22 37 31

HANDWRITING
% ACCEPTABLE % HARD TO READ X ILLEGIBLE %

96 3 0

STUDENTS TESTED: 3793

I % R.S.OF 0
I

HOT RATABLE

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
Learning Disability
Emotionally Disturbed
Speech Flandicapped
(Mier Handicapping Condition
Non Special Education Students

STAlE GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM

140 4

96 2

14
3654

128 3

94

135



TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF BASIC SKILLS
SUMMARY REPORT

ALL STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE MAY 1982

DATE OF TESTING FEBRUARY 1982

GRADE 05

BA'lC
SKk,S
AREAS

A

fi

A

A

MASTTEING
NOT

MASTERING
OBJECTIVE S NUNIP'11 PNICINT Nut,mul-

1 . IDENTIFY GEOMETRIC TERMS, FIGURES 2269 55 1840
2. INTERPRET PLACE VALUE 2361 57 1748
3 . ADD WHOL E NUMBERS 3613 88 496
4 .SUB TRACT PHOL E NUMBERS 3203 78 906
5 .MUL T IPLY WHOL E NUMBERS 3215 78 894

DIVIDE WHOL E NUMBERS 2879_____20 1230
7.SOLVE WORD PROBLEMS: +, 3397 83 712
8.SO1VE WORD PROBLEMS: X. 4* 2455 60 1654
9.SgtEC1_UNIT5_0F_MEASURE 37_08 90 401
10.INTERFRE1 GRAPHS 3725 91 384
11.iDENTIFY EQUIVALENT FRACTIONS 2130 52 1979
12.0RDER WHOLE NUMBERS 3517 86 592

STUDENTS TESTED: 4109

GRO6P CHARACTERISTICS

1 . I DENTIFY MAIN IDEA
2 .RECAL L FACTS, DETAILS
3 . SEQUE.10E EVENTS
4 [DISTINGUISH FACT, NON-FACT
5 . DRAW CONCLUSIONS
6 .PREDIC T OUTCOMES
7 . USE CONTEXT CLUES
8 .USE INDEX
9 .USE MAPS, CHARTS

. DLEZWURITTEN BTREtTIOns
11.IBENTIFY cHARAcTER FEELINGS

STUDENTS TESTED? 4074

1 .SPELLING
2 .PUNCT UAT ION
3 .CAPI TAL IZAT ION--c-cannr E1T11S1T -HAZE
5.SEHTENCE STRUCTURE
6.COMMONLY USED FORMS

WRITTEN COMP6SITION
ORGANIZATION OF IDEAS
APPROP. RESPONSEPURPOSE/AUDIENCE f

x R.S.OF 4 % R.S.OF 3 % R.S.OF 2 % R.S.OF 1
3 15 52 28

HANDWRITING
% ACCEPTABLE % HARD TO READ % ILLEGIBLE % HOT

98 1 0

STUDENTS TESTED: 4054

TOTAL ENROLLMENT

Number Not Tested

The following data are based'on
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black
I lispanic
White

2512 62 1562
2941 72 1133
3094 74 1020.
2415 59 16E9
2563 63 1511
2661 65 1413
3815 94 259
3517 86 55.7
3539 87 535
3385 -83
3259 80 815

FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM

1 ITLE I REGULAR PROGRAM

T7TLE I MIGRANT PROGRAMS
Language Arts Program
Mathematics Program
Oral Lengturge Development Program
Eligihre but not Participating
Neither Elieible nor Participating

3954 98
2506 62
3565 88
2912 -72
3302 81
3708 91

100
1548
489

1142
752
346

% R.S.OF 0
2

RATABLE
1

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

BILINGUAL PROGRAM

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
Learning Disability
Ernolionally Disturbed
Speech I landicapped
Other I landicapping Condition
Non Spacial Education Sludervis

STATE GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM

4452

305

NUMIT. i
4147

PERCENT
100

11
67

774
1120
2175

0

2
19
27
52

1697 41

377 9

32 1

0 0

30
56 1

4059 98

152 4

135 3

159 4
17 0

59 1

9 0

3939 95

174 Cs
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TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF BASIC SKILLS
SUMMARY REPORT

ALL STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

upont DATE MAY 1982

DATE OF TESTING FEBRUARY 1982

mmor 09-EXIT LEVEL

SAIC
SKI! LS
AREAS

OBJECTIVES

---
LADD/SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 4049 95

2.MULTIPLY/DIVIDE MHOLE NUMBERS .3805 89

3.SOLVE PROBLEMSt 4, -, X, + 2815 66

4-71JSE FR'ACTIONS/MIXED NOS: +, -, x 2942 69

5.USE DECIMALS: 4, -, X, + 3425 80

6.SOLVE PERSONAL FINANCE PROBLEMS 2107 49

7.FIND-TOTAL DOLLAR AMOUhT/CORRECT CHANGE 3759 88

B.USE HEASUREMENT UNITS 3264 76

9.USE RATIO/PROPORTION/PERCENT 1905 45

10.DETERMINE DISTANCE/LOCATION ON MAPS 3714 87

11.READ, INTERPRET CHARTS/GRAPHS 3896 91

MMITEMNG
PEMIlil

STUDENTS TESTED: 4276 TOTAL MATHEMATICS: 3265 76
-^

1.IDENTIFY'MAIN IDEA 2912 68

2.SEQUENCE EVENTS 3052 71

3.PERCEIVE CAUSE-EFFECT 3091 72

4.EVALUATE INFORMATION 3062 71

5.DISTINGUISH FACT, NON-FACT 2774 65

6.DRAW CONCLUSIONS 3042 71

.EARt-ZEHERALIZATIONS 2717 63

B.POLLOW WRITTEN DIRECTIONS .3880 91

9.USE PNRTS OF BOOK 2893 . 67

:USEREFEREACE-SKILIS 3664---785
11.USE MAPS, CHARTS 3290 77

STUDENTS TESTED: 4286 TOTAL READING: 3059 71

1.SFELLING 3744 88

2.PUNCTUATION 3191 75

3.CAPITALIZATION 3798 89

DIRECT MUTSU -LIAS 2979 70

5,SEN1ENCE STRUCTURE 3453 81

6.COMMONLY USED FORMS 3658 86

WRITTEN COMPOSITION
ORGANIZATION OF IDEAS ,---.t

APPROP. RESPONSE--PURPOSETAUDItNCE
% R.S.OF 4 % R.S.OF 3 % R.S.OF 2 % R.S.OF 1 % R.S.OF

0 10 71 15 4

HANDWRITING
% ACCEPTABLE % HARD TO READ % ILLEGIBLE % NOT RATABLE

93 4 0 3

STUDENTS TESTEDt 4269 TOTAL WRITING: 3301 77

NOI
MASTUItNG

Hump, n

227
471

1461

GE-10UP CHAnACTERIsTICS

TOTAL ENROLLMENT

Not Tested

4873

553

1334
851 lhn following dala ate haled on NUMBER PERCENT

2162_ NI IMBE.11 OF STUDENTS TSSIFD 4320 100

517
ETHNIC COMPOSITION1012

2371 American Indian or Alaskan Native 14

562 Asian or Pacific Islander 64- 1

380 Black 750 17

Hispanic 1122 26 .

1011 Whim 2370 55

1374
1234

FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGTTAM_ 1030 24

TI TLE I REGULAR PTIOGTIAM 6 01195
1224
1512 TITLE MIGRANT PROGRAMS
1244 I angling,' Ads Program 44
1569 Mathematics Program 0

406 Oral Language Dmelopmont Piogram 4
1393 hyl nol Par hcipating

Neither Eligihte nor Participating

38
4238 986-227

996
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 113 3

1227
BILINGUAL PROGRAM 101 2

525
SPECIAL EDUCATION rnoGnAnn1078

471 Loaining Disability 220 5

1290 Emotionally Dislurbed 20.

816 Speech Flandicapped 21

611 0111M Handicapping Gondilinn 6 0

Non Special Education Stiidents 4071 94

STATE GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM 48

0

968

13/



TEXAS ASSESSMENT OF BASIC SKILLS
SUMMARY REPORT

RETESTED STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DAlE MAY 1982

DATE OF TESTING- FEBRUARY 1982

GRADE 09-EXIT LEVEL

BASIC
SKILLS
AREAS

MASTERING

OBJECTIVES' NUMBER rEnertft

NCH

MASTERING
uumnrn GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

1.ADD/SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 455 92 40 TOTAL ENROLLMENT

M 2.MULTIPLY/DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS 398 80 97

A 3.SOLVE_PRO8jEMS: +, -, xL_+ 225 45 270 Number Not Teoted

T 4-74SE FRACTIONS/MIXED NOS: 4, -, x 233 47 262
The following data ate based on NUMBER PERCENT

H 5.U5E DECIMALS: +, -, X, + 340 69 155

E 6 . SOLVE PERSONAL
in_ NUMBER OF S1 UDENTS TESTED:

M
_FINAN_Ca_BOBLEMS __11L___38

7.FIND TOTAL DOLLAR AMOUNT/CORRECT CHANGE 400 81 95
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

Ak'- 8.USE MEASUREMENT UNITS 301 61 194

T 4. UlE RAUSYPP-PORLIMI/r,ELNERI 141 28 354 American Indian or Alaskan Native THIS

I 10.DETERMINE D TANCE/LOCATION ON MAPS 395 80 100 Asian or Pacific Islander -INFORMATION

C 1-1.READ, INTERI ET CHARTS/GRAPHS 410 83 85 Black
REPORTED .

S
Hispanic ONLY

STUDENTS TESTED: -495 TDTAL MATHEMATICS: 290 59 205 White ON
5UMMARY

1. IDENTIFY MAIN IDEA 249 50 248 FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM FOR

2.SEQUENCE EVENTS 261 53 236
TITLE I REGULAR PROGRAM

AL-1.
STUDENTS

R 3,PERC_EIVE CAUSEzEFFECT
, 297 et0 2I1Q_

E 4 . EVALUATE IHFORMAT ION 264 53 233

A 5.DISTINGUISH FACT. NON-FACT 226 45 271 TITLE. I MIGRANT PROGRAMS

D 6.DRAW . cpricLus IONS 279 56 218 Language Arts Program

I 7.MAKE GENERALIZATIONS , 234 47. 263 Mathematics Program

N 8.FOLLOW WRITTEN DIRECTIONS 414 83 83 Oral Language Development Program

G 9.11EE PARTS OF BOOK 260 52--In 237 Eligible but not Participating
---751-1/701-7EFERSRtE sx/rus 124 Neither Eligible nor Participating

11.UtE MAPS, CHARTS 309 62 . 188
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

STUDENTS TE,STED: 497 , TOTAL READING, 258 52, 239
BILINGUAL PROGRAM

1.5PELLING 412 84 77
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

2 . PUNCTUAT ION 306 63 283
3. CAPITAL IZAT ION 400 82 89- Learning Disability

4.CORREZT ET16LISH USAGE 243 50 246 Emotionally Disturbed ,

W
R

5.SENTENCE. STRUCTURE 338 69

6 . COMMONL Y USED FORMS 389 SO
15/
100

Speech Handicapped
Other Handicapping Conditión

WRITTEN COMPOSITION. I

Non Special Education Students

T
I

ORGANIZATION OF IDEAS )
STATE GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM

-N AWROP. RESPONSE--PURPOSE/AUDIENCE

G
X, R.S.OF 4 % R.S.OF 3 % R.S.OF 2 % R.S.OF I % R.S.OF

0 3 62 28 . a
0 i

HANDWRITING .

% ACCEPTABLE % HARD TO READ % ILLEGIBLE % NOT RATABLE
87 - 6 0 7

STUDENTS TESTED: , 489 TOTAL WRITING, 292 6 0 197
1 e2 i;'4

*These numbers vary slightly from some found in the TABS Technical Report (Publication 81.58)

because the demographic codes were updated by ORE after this summary page was provided by TEA.
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Test Profiles ABSTRACT

Title: Austin Independent School District Achievement Profiles, 1981-82:
Vols. I, II, and III, Elementary Schools (Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills); Vol. IV, Junior High Schools (Iowa Tests of Basic Skills)
and Senior High'Schools (Sequential Tests of Educational Progress)

Contact Persons: Kevin.Matter, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 2,100

Summary:

These volumes are tabular records of the results on the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills (ITBS) (grades K-8) and the Sequential Tests of Educational
Progress (STEP) (grades 9-12) for 1981-82 and past years. Test results
are presented for each school in the Austin Independent School District.
Where applicable, results for previous years are presented for purposes of
comparison. District summaries at each grade level are presented, also.
All achievement summaries are presented separately for each grade, for the
total group, and for each of three ethnic groups.

Achievement areas measured by the ITBS or STEP in 1981-82 at each grade
were as follows:

ITBS STEP

KINDERGARTEN GRADES 1 AND 2 GRADES 3-8 GRADES 9-12
Listening Reading Reading Reading
Language Spelling Language Math
Math Word Analysis Work-Study ScienCe

Math Math . Mechanics of Writing

A foreword at the beginning of each volume is divided into four major
sections:

1. A description of the tests administered.

2. A discussion of the limitations of the achievement data,
including an explanation of which groups of students
were exempted from the testing, a description of the
testing situations, and the methods used for scoring
the tests.

3. An explanation of how to read the tables, including a
brief explanation of the way that median percentile
scores are derived, both for a national norm group and
for a particular group of local atudent5.

111-75
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4. An explanation of each school's characteristics
that are reported along with the test data in

order to define the context in which the test scores
were made. Included are the number of students en
rolled in the school, the percent attendance, the
pupil/teacher ratio, the percentage of lowincome
students, the ethnic distribution of the student body,
and the major special programs operating in each school.

The following school summary test scores are.presented in tabular form
for each skills areas, separately for each grade within each schocl:

ITBS STEP

Scorva .1-*(or the Totai Group and by Ethnicity

. Median Percentiles

. Grade Equivalents

Median Percentiles based on
1970 norms

. Median Percentile., based on
1978 norms

Scorci, J'or -t:T2- Total Gro7a.

Percent of students scoring
in various percentile ranges
Percent of students scoring
plus or-minus 1.0 grade
equivalent from grade level

Percent of students scoring
in various percentile ranges
(1970 norms)

These summary scores are also provided for students who were tested in'
each of the past two, three, and four (STEP only) years. These scores

reflect achievement of the same students over time.

Similar tables are presented for the District summaries, separately for
each grade and for each skills area. The elementary. District summaries
appear at the beginning of Volume I,,with the junior and senior high
District summaries at the beginning of Volume IV.

Examples of a "School Characteristics Page", (which serves as a cover page
for the achievement tables) and the tables displaying ITBS and STEP in
formation are shown on the following pages.
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SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

MEMBERSHIP-

PERCENT
ATTENDANCE

PUPIL/
TEACHER
RATIO (PTR)

% LOW
INCOME

-STUDENTS

ETHNIC
DISTRIBUTION

H :

% B :

A :

MAJOR
SPECIAL
PROGRAMS

School XXXI
(Grades H, 4-6)

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85
K 4-6 K 4-6 K. 4-6 K L-A

32 227 30 1 203
1

18.5

43 93 92

24.1 18.01 Z0.2

23 38 18 51

13

79

I

32 13 I 3 3

23 . 10 ! 30

45 1 37

Local/State . Local/Stace
Bilingual Bilingual

. SCE . SCE

BRIEF DEFINITION
MEMBERSHIP: The-nxImber of students on the current roll of the school (including
resular and special education students) averaged for the oncire year.

PERCENT ATTEND/NCE: 'The percintage of students on the correntroll ,..ho actually are
present (iincluding regular and special education students) averaged for the entireyear.

PCPIL/TEACHER RATIO: The average number of students (reguler'and resoUrce) 'per
:regular classroom teacher in the school.

% LCW-INCOME STUDENTS: The percont of students at the school who qualify for free
and reduced lunch, based upon the third six-,..egks membership.

ETHNIC DISTR:BCTION: The percent of enrolled students on (l'coober 1st who ore
Hispanic (H), Black 03), and Ang10/2ther (A).

MAJOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS: Programs bringing additional resources to 3 nuober of
schools in the District, having a direct effect on ichievellenc, and operating in this
school.

111-77



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL DISTRICTWIDE
GRADE: 3

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

ALL STUDENTS
TESTED

GR.3 GR.3 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3

STUDENTS TESTED
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GRA.
79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE
GE 4.05 4.04 4.25 3.23 4.27 2.19 3.25 4.29

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 58 82 82 83 85 63 83

NUMBER TESTED 4279 3716 3518 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.23 3.43 3.53 2.70 3.58 1.90 2.73 3.58

BLACK %ILE 31 37 41 45 41 54 48 41

NUMBER TESTED 757 731 811 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.40 3.45 3.90 2.64 3.93 1.88 2.87 3.98

HISPANIC %ILE 38 38 51 50 52 54 51 54

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1082 1008 883 863 716 718 718

GE 4.54 4.62 4.78 3.74 4.83 2.58 3,78 4.83

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 72 78 79 78 78 79 78

NUMBER TESTED 2444 1903 1817 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

READING TOTAL .

GE 3.98 3.94 4.10 3.20 1.13 2.24 3.21 4.14

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 54 53 58 84 59 68 65 80
NUMBER TESTED 4281 3781 3558 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.25 3.38 2.82 3.42 1.88 2.84 3.42

BLACK %ILE 30 34 37 41 38 53 42 38

NUMBER TESTED 760 757 705 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.27 3.31 3.88 2.79 3.71 1.90 2.81 3.75

HISPANIC %ILE 34 35 47 49 48 55 -50 48

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1108 1018 883 883 710 718 718

GE 4.54 4.80 4.87 3.77 4.75 2.68 3.79 4.75

ANGLD/OTHER %ILE 69 71 73 83 75 82 133 75

NUMBER TESTED 2443 1918 1835 1302 1392 1140 1140 1140

.VOCARDLART
GE 4.00 3.93 4.03 3.15 4.07 2.24 3.18 4.09

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 58 54 57 52 58 613 62 59

NUMBER TESTED 4283 3785 3584 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.29 3.34 2.54 3.40 1.91 2.58 3.43

BLACK %ILE 32 37 38 42 39 55 43 40

NUMBER TESTED 760 757 705 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.21 3.27 3.80 2.72 3.68 1.98 2.74 3.69

HISPANIC %ILE 34 38 45 48 48 57 48 47

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1111 1022 883 883 716 718 718

GE 4.57 4.61 4.80 3.85 4.67 2.63 3.68 4.87

ANGLD/DTHER %ILE ,71 72 72 70 74 BO 78 74

NUMBER TESTED 2445 1917 1837 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

REMUNG-07147RERERSTUR-
GE 3.89 3417 4.08 3.17 4.11 2.19 3.19 4.11

ALL STUDENTS %ILE 52 52 58 82 58 pe 62 58

NUMBER TESTED 4283 3784 3559 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

GE 3.12 3.20 3.37 2.65 3.4i 1.85 2.87 3.39

BLACK %ILE 32 34 38 45 39 53 48 38-

NUMBER TESTED 761 758 705 583 583 474 474 474

GE 3.27 3.38 3.73 2.78 3.77 1.87 2.83 3.80

HISPANIC %ILE 36 38 ,48 50 50 53 51 50

NUMBER TESTED 1078 1109 1019 863 863 716 718 718

GE 4.43 4.52 4.85 3.81 4.72 2.87 3.81 4.73

ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 67 69 72 78 74 80 78 74

NUMBER TESTED 2444 1917 1835 1392 1392 1140 1140 1140

sloarmaproammassir mar am
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH ANO LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

SCHOOL: OISTRICTWIOE
GRADE: 3
OATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

' ALL STUOENTS
TESTEO

GR.3 GR.3 GR.3

STUOENTS TESTE0
THE LAST 2 YEARS

GR.2 GR.3

/ STUOENTS TESTEO
THE LAST 3 YEARS

GR.1 GR.2 GR.3

79-80 80-81 81-82 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81-82

COMPOSITE

V. or STUOENTS 90-99 12% 12% 14% 19% 14% 19% 20% 14%

SCORING IN 75-99 30% 31% 36% 38% 37% 38% 36% 37%

THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 22% 14% 14% 13% 9% 13% 13%

RANGES 1-10 10% 8% 4% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3%

V. AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 25% 21% 28% 30% 24% 29% 30%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 15% 14% 8% 5% 8% 1% 5% 7%

NUMBER TESTEO 4279 3716 3516 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

AUING tUIAL

V. or STUOENTS 90-99 10% 10% 11% 21% 11% 22% 22% 12%

SCORING IN 75-99 28% 28% 30% 41% 31% 45% 41% 31%

THESE %ILE 1-25 23% 23% 17% 16% 18% 9% 18% 15%

RANGES 1-10 7% a% 4% 7% 3% 2% 6% 3%

V. AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 25% 25% 27% 28% 28% 28% 28% 27%

FAR FR0M GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 19% 19% 13% 8% 11% 3% 8% 11%

NUMBER TESTE0 4281 3781 3558 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

VUCABULART

V. OF STUOENTS 90-99 11% 11% 10% 16% 10% 16% 16% 11%

SCORING IN 75-99 33% 32% 33% 32% 34% 40% 32% 34%

THESE %ILE 1-25 20% 19% 15% 15% 13% 11% 14% 12%

RANGES 1-10 10% 10% 8% 7% 5% 3% 7% 4%

V. AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 26% 25% 26% 26% 27% 22% 28% 27%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 20% 19% 15% 12% 13% 5% 11% 12%

NUMBER TESTE0 4283 3785 3584 2838 2838 2330 2330 2330

AUING LuM KtHtNsIUN

V. OF STUDENTS 90-99 9% 9% 11% 12% 12% 18% 13% 12%

SCORING IN 75-99 27% 27% 30% 35% 31% 40% 35% 31%

THESE %ILE 1-25 22% 23% 18% 12% 18% 10% 11% 15%

RANGES 1-10 11% 10% 8% 4% 8% 5% 3% 5%

V. AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 23% 24% 27% 30% 28% 25% 30% 28%

FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE 20% 19% 13% 7% 12% 5% 8% 12%

NUMBER TESTEO 4283 3784 3559 2838 2838 '2330 2330 2330

1 4



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

-ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MED1ANS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONAII. PROGRESS STUDENTS

' TESTED BOTH
SCHOOL: DISTRICTWIDE OF THE LAST
GRADE: 12 ALL STUDENTS TESTE0 TWO YEARS
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1982

READING

ALL STUDENTS

BLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

GR 12 GR. 12 GR.12 GR.12 GR,12
77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-824-

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTEO

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS
1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTEO

1970 %ILE
BLACK 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
HISPANIC 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
ANGLO/OTHER 1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTEO

MATH COMPUTATION
. 1970 %ILE

ALL STUDENTS 1978 %ILE
NUMBER TESTEO

isLACK

HISPANIC

ANGLO/OTHER

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

1970 %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

ma %ILE
1978 %ILE

NUMBER TESTED

GR.11 CR.12
80-81 81-82

41 44 47 42 40 47
51 53. 54 52 50 54

2043 2725 2704 2830 2819 2264

14 14 14 15 13 16
33 33 33 34 32 37

257 285 221 337 401 317

19 17 25 21 18 22
36 35 42 38 38 40
395 411 359 621 547 427

54 53 65 62 54 61
57 57 58 56 57 60

1391 2029 2124 1972 1871 1520

52 55 55 53 53 59
62 65 65 63 63 69

2038 2716 2690 2819 2810 2284

.23 21 21 26 24 25
36 34 33 39 37 39
255 285 220 331 393 317

27 30 32 31 28 32
40 42 44 43 40 45
394 409 358 519 547 427

63 64 64 65 69 72
74 76 76 76 81 IS

1389 2022 2112 1989 1865 1520

46 50 50 47 46 55
67 71 70 68 67 77

1876 2657 2694 2813 2801 2254

12 14 15 18 19 24
26 29 30 35 38 43
218 '274 225 340 403 317

23 27 29 27 26 36
45 49 52 49 47 58

375 391 357 517 546 427

58 59 58 57 81 67
77 77 77 77 78 84

1283 1992 2112 1956 1852 15...0

41
51

2264

13
33

317

19
37

427

57
58

1520

56
66

2264

24
37

317

29
41

427

70
83

1520

49
69

2264

20
40

317

28
48

427

63
80

1520

STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
79-80 80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED EACH
OF THE LAST FOUR YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

52 48 43 49 52 49 44
57 54 53 62 58 54 63

1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

21 17 14 21 21 17 14
40 37 33 45 40 37 33
266 266 266 241 241 241 241

23 23 21 26 23 25 21
42 40 38 49 42 41 38

319 319 319 278 278 278 278

85 62 58 62 66 62 58
65 61 59 BB 65 61 60

1209 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078 1078

58 61 59 53 60 83 61
70 70 70 69 71 72 72

1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

26 24 25 24 27 24 '25
40 38 38 40 41 311 38
266 266 266 241 241 241 241

35 34 32 27 35 35 12
48 47 43 45 48 47 44

319 319 319 278 278. 278 278

71 73 72 68 71 74 74
82 86 86 80 83 87 86

1209 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078 1078

57 57 . 52 55 59 58 54
80 . 70 73 78 80 80 74

1794 1794 1794 1597 1597 1597 1597

27 26 22 24 27 26 21
49 46 43 47 49 48 43
266 266 266 241 241 241

.
241

36 37 29 36 39 39 32
61 60 52 60 65 62 55

319 119 319 278 278 278 ' 278

70 89 65 69 72 70 66
87 85 80 88 07 86 el

1209 1209 1209 1078 1078 1078 1078

ill
nu ma or se as ow am am
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS Is*** 1970 NORMS
SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF EDUCATIONA11. PROGRESS

SCHOOL* DISTRICTWIDE
GRAOE: 12 ALL STUDENTS TESTED

OATE OF REPORT JUNE, 1982
GR 12 GR.12 GR.12 GR.12 GR.12
77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82

STUOENTS
TESTE0 ROTH
OF THE LAST
TWO YEARS

GR.11 GR.12
80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED
EACH OF THE

LAST THREE YEARS

GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
79-80 80-81 81-82

STUDENTS TESTED EACH
OF THE LAST rouR YEARS

GR.09 GR.10 GR.11 GR.12
78-70 79-80 80-81 81-82

READING

X OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

90-99
75 99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

11% 11% 12% 11% 11%
23% 25% 28% 24% 24%
36% 34% 31% 35% 38%
18% 17% 15% 15% 19%

2043 2728 2704 2830 2819

11% 11%
27% 25%
32% 36%
13% 17%

2264 2264

13% 11% 12%
28% 28% 27%
28% 31% 34%
13% 12% 17%

1794 1794 1794

13% 14% 11% 13%
28% 28% 28% 27%
26% 27% 307. 34%
8% 12% 12% 16%

1597 1597 1597 1597

MATH BASIC CONCEPTS

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

MATH COMPUTATION

% ur STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE XILE
RANGES

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

4

12% 14% 15% 13% 13Y,

28% 32% 33% 31% 3:%
27% 23% 23% 24% 17%
12% 10% 9% 10% 12%

2038 2716 2890 2810 2810

17% 14%
35% 34%
20% 25%
0% 11X

2264 2264

17% 19% 15%
33% 36% 37%
20% 207. 23%
9% 3% 11%

1704 1794 1794

14% 18% 20X 18%
30%. 34% 38% 38%
23% 19% 19% 237.
11% 9% 8% 11%

1597 1597 1597 1597

10% 10% 11% 9% 8%
28% 27% 29% 25% 25%
33% 29% 29% 30% 32%
18% 13% 12% 12% 13%

1878 2857 2894 2813 2801

13% 9%
30% 27%
20% 30%
8% 12%

2284 2284

17% 14% 10%
38% 32% 30%
20% 18% 29%
7% 5% 12%

1794 1794 1794

12% 18% 15% 11%
32% 37% 33% 31%
23X 18% 18% 28%
9% 6% 5% 12%

1597 1597 1597 1597

MECHANICS Of WRITING

% OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99
THESE XILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

NUMBER TESYEO

6% 0% 7% 8%
17% 20% 20% 19%
42% 38% 38% 41%.
20% 19% 18% 21%

2025 2715 2895 2810

7%
21%
39%
19%

2264

8%
24%
30% .

14%

7%
21%
37%
18%

1794 1794

9% 8% 7%
25% 25% 22%
30% 29% ,

35%
14% 13% 18%

1597 1597 1597

ENGLISH EXPRESSION

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE XILE
RANGES

90-99
75-99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

10% 9% 12% 10%
197. 20% 23% 20%
41% 39% 36% 37%
23% 22% 20% 20%

2025 2711 2690 2825

10%
23%
34%
10%

2284

9% 10%
22% 24%
33% 33%
18% 18%

1794 1784

9% 9% 11%
22% 22% 24%
35% 321 32%
15% 15% 17%

1597 1597 1597

SCIENCE

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

90-99
75..99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

10% 11% 12% 9%
25% 28% 28% 23%
33% 29% 27% 34%
16% 15% 13% 18%

1869 2858 2693 2799

$OCIAL STUDIES

% OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE %ILE
RANGES

90-99
78-99
1-25
1-10

NUMBER TESTED

9% 9% 10% 10%
19% 21% 21% 19%
38% 33% 33% 35% ,

18% 17% 17% 18%

1888 2653 2881 2819

4

10%
25%
32%
15%

2264

13%
27%
28%
12%

11%
28%
32%
15%

1794 1704

13% 13%
30% 28%
25% 25%
12% 11%

1597 1597

11%
27%
31%
14%

1597

11%
23%
31%
15%

2264

9% 12%
23% 25%
29% 31%
12% 14%

1794 1794

9% 10% 13%
24% 24% 26%
29% 28% 30%
10% 11% 13%

1597 1597 1597

1 4
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Low-Socioecopomic-Status (SES) and Minority Student Achievement

Contact Persons: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter

Major Positive Findings:

1. Over the past few years, minority students have made greater achieve-
ment gains than have Anglo students.

2. There are minority students scoring in the highest percentile ranges
at all grade levels. A significant number of minority students score
above.the average for Anglo students in AISD.

3. Teachers and administrators agree that the District's emphasis on
improving minority-student achievement has been effective in im-
proving their performance.

4. A higher proportion of minority students graduated, and a lower
proportion left school in 1981-82 than in the past.

5. AISD minority students score above average in all areas for students
of all ethnicities in urban school districts (grades 1-8).

6. AISD minority students achieved median scores above the national
average for all students in the following areas.

Hispanic Students: Word Analysis (grade 1)
Work-Study Skills (grade 3)
Language Skills (gracres 3 and 5)
Math Computation (grades 10 and 11)

Black Students: Language Skills (grades 2 and 3)

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. As minority students progress upward through the grades, the gap
between their average achievement and that of Anglo students increases.

2. Average achievement test scores for AISD minority students are bepw
the national average in most areas in all grades.

Anglo students outscore minority students on achieve-
ment tests in all areas at all grades.

Hispanic students generally outscore Black students on
achievement tests.

IV-1 LI
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HOW DOES THE ACHIEVEMENT OF AISD MINORITY STUDENTS COMPARE
TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OTHER STUDENTS?

Anglo students outscore minority students on achievement
tests in all areas at all grades.

Hispanic students generally outscore Black students on
achievement tests.

Over the past few years, minority students have made
greater achievement gains daan have Anglo students;
consequently, the difference between the groups has
lessened within each grade level.

As minority students progress upward through the grades,
.the gap between their performance,and the performance
of Anglo studenta increases.

There are minority students scoring in the highest
ranges of the achievement tests.at all grade level's.
A significant number of minority students score above
the average for Anglo studenLs in AISD.

AISD minority students score above average in all areas
for students of all ethnicities in urban School districts
(grades 1-8).

Figure 1 graphically displays t!ie relationship of average achievement
for the three ethnic groups zcross grades 1-12. These graphs shoW median
grade equivalents for reading tests; however, the pattern of achievement
is si_milar in all areas. Compared to national norming groups in 1978,
both Hispanic and Black students' medians are generally below the national
average. The notable exceptions, areas where AISD minoxity medians are
at or above the 50th percentile are:

Hispanic Students: Word Analysis (grade 1)
Work-Study Skills (grade 3)
Language Skills (grades 3 and 5)
Math Computation (grades 10 and 11)

Black Students,: Language Skills (grades 2 and 3)

Kindergarten acbievenent follows a similarpattern(see Figures 2 and 3).

Figures 4-7 appear at the end of the text (pages IV-7 - IV-11).

Figure 4 shows how many students score in the highest and lowest ranges
of the ITBS and STEP.' Minority groups are represented by a higher pro-
portion of students in the lowest 25 percentiles; however, there are
significant numbers of minority students who score in the top 25 per-
centiles--above the average for the Anglo students in AISD.

Figures 5 and 6 present for comparison the medians for the District and
for each ethnic group.
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Figure 1. MEDIAN READING GRADE'EQUIVALENT SCORES BY
ETHNIC GROUP, 1981-82. Medians are for
1978 Norms on ITBS Reading Total (Grades 1-8)
and STEP Realing (Grades 9,12).
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Figure 2. ITBS LANGUAGE TEST GAINS FOR KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS,
FALL TO SPRING, BY ETHNICITY.
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Language Black
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1;

45
29

23
32

63
50

P.66
P.74
K.13
P.88

K.14
K.34

1.28

K.80

14

20
51

32

23
34

65

52

P.66
P.75

K.25
.P.92

K.14
K.37
1.36
K.87

Listening Black
Hispanic
other
Total

30

36

62

48

K.43

K.57
1.08

K.80
.

Math Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

28
30

61

48

K.27
K.36
1.12

K.77

KOTF: Fall percentiles will underestimate actual
achievement levels because AISD tested six

weeks before the date the ITBS was normed.

Figure 3. ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT
SCORES FOR KINDERGARTENERS. FALL ANDSPRING, 1981-82.
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WHAT ARE.THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF AISD STUDENTS WHO QUALIFY
FOR A. FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH?

Students who qualify for a free or reduced-price lunch
because their family income is low-score lower on the .

ITBS and STEP than do those who do not quelit7.

Of these students from low-income families, Anglo students
score higher than minorities. Hispanic students score

higher than A Black students.

The free and reduced-price lunch program has established guidelines for

family'lncome. related to family size which qualify students for partici.-

pation. All the students who aPplied and were.eligible for the prOgrJam

and their siblings who were assumed to baaligible even though they diaT

not participate were categOrized as low-income atudents-for:this compar-
. ison. As would have been expected based upon current research findings,

the students from low-income 'families do noticeably less well on
aChievement tests,than do students from higher income families. Figure 7

presents the median percentile scores for each ethnic group fr6m grades

1=12.

.WHAT.ARE. THE SCHOOL, LEAVER RATES FOk MAJORITY AND MINORITY
STUDENTS?

The percent of AISD students who withdrew and were not known tc go to

other schools decreased in 1981..82 for,all three ethnic groups:. The

2.6% school leaver rate for Blacks in 1981-82 is the lowest in four

years. The rate for Hispanics was 3.6%,down from 3.8% a year ago.
The rate'for all other ethnicities was 2.1%, the lowest rate in.three

years. Only twice in the last ten.years have Blacks and Anglos re-
corded lower school leaver rates than in 1981-82.

,WHAT ARE.THE GRADUATION RATES FOR MAJORITY AND MINORITY STUDENTS?

Tn 1_981-82, 17..3%'ofthe Black and 15.7% of the Hispanic students in AISD

high schools graduated. The 15.7% graduation rate fOr Hispanic students

is the highest on record since 1971-72 for that ethnic group.- The 17.,3Z

rate for Blacks`is also theit highest since 1971-72. the graduation

rate for all other ethnicities was 22.7% in 1981-82, matching .last year's

mark as the highest on record. Gradhaion rate is calculated by dividing

the number of graduates.by the Optal enrollment in graaes,97-12, as of

October 1.
,

IV-5 1 5
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WHAt ARE-THE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR MINORITY STUDENTS ON
THE SAT AND'ACT?

A greater percentage of AISD students whd,took the American College.Test
(ACT) in 1980-81'were Black or Hispanic than in the national sample. .0f
the AISD stUdents who took the ACT, 26% were minority studentS-7double the

percentage of minority students in the national sample.

AISD had a staller percentage of Black students and a greater pe:centage
of Hispanic students take the.Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) than nation
wide in 1980-81. Minrrity students comprised about 20% of the AISD SAT

ft?takers, about.two percentage points more than nationwide.

WHAT DO TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS SAY ABOUT THE EFFECT OF-
AISD'S EMPHASIS ON LOW SES.AND MINORITY STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

One half of the teachers and admilnistrators were surveyed in the spring
of 1982. Of those who expressed an opinion:

34% of the teachers and 43% of .the.administrators agreed
that the emphasis on low SES and minority student achieVe
mmt has been effective in improving performance.

23%.of the teachers and 19% of the adminfstrators disagreed.

There was stronger agreement among teachers at the elementary
than at the secondary level.

1 tr-5
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READING PERCENTILE RANGES.

GRADE 0

1-25
B E o

75-99
B H

1

2

3

4

5 '

6

7
8

9

10

11

12

8

8

7

11

9

8

9

10

5

5

4

6

27

34

34

43
45

45

44'

49

31

29

21

33

22

30

24

44
40

37

40

.42

26

24

17

23

58

58
47

43

49

50
47

48

31
24

21
19

,20

I

. 1

,

I

,

20

8

10

9

9

8

7

3

3

1

24

19

15,

11

11

13

11

12,

6

5'
i.J
4

'

%

0 = Anglo/Other B = Black H = Hispanic
Reading Total for 1-8; Reading for 9-12

MATH PERCENTILE RANGES

GRADE'. 0

1-25
B H .0

75-99
B H.

1 10 33 25 44 12 16
2 10 36 27. 43 13 17
3 9 35 23 49 14 23
4 13 .39 38 9 11
5 9 36 29

.39

46 11 14
6 9 41 34 47 ' 10 14
7 11 43 32 46' 6 15
8 14 44 36 46 8 14
9 7 37 . 23 56 12 23

10 4 25 16 61 19 29
11 6 25 14 63 16 30
12 9 34 23 56 li 21

0 = Anglo/Other B = Black H = Hispanic
Math Total for 1-8; Math Computatibn for 9-12

Figure 4. PERCENT OF AISD STUDENTS SCORING'IN SELECTED
PERCENTILE RANGES IN 198182 (1978 NORMS),
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R
A

.r...

H

N

I

C

I

Y

[
READING TOTAL '

,

PERCENTILES

= =
1

ORADE EW.IVALENTS

. .

1

Black
Hispanic
Ocher
Total

42

46

77

61

42

45
.' 80

63

44

47

80.

62 _

1.62
1.70
2.48
2.08

1.62
1.68
2.61

2.12

1.67
1.72
2.59
2.10

.Black.

Hispanic
Other
Total

26
33

77

58

36
40 .

80

60

43

42

80

62

2.45
2.38
3.56

3.03

2.45
2.59
3.68
3.10

2.65
2.65
3.67
3.15

3

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

3C
34

67
54

34

35

71.

53

37

47

73

58

3.12
3.27

.4.54
3.98

3.25
3.31
4.60
3.94

3.38
3.68
4.67
4.10

4

Buick .

Hispnnie
Other
Total

23
30

74

-56

25
31

7q

53

32
31

68

51

3.82
4.11

5.82
5.06

3.92
4.14

5.73
4.97

4.18
4:13

5.57
4.88

5

-Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

.26
31

72

55

25*

35

76
59 .

29

35

74

57

4.85
5.08
6:82
6.06

4.85
5.21
7.04

6.21

5.00
5.24
6.92
6.13

6

Black
Hispanic
Other -

Total

20

25

89

52

27

32

74

57

28

36

74

59

5.39
5.69
7.77
6.95

5.78
6.01

8.01

7.14

5.84
6.19

8.04
7.25

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

19

23

67

49

25

29

71

52

28

33

71

54

5,89
6.13
8.61
7.62

.,_.

6.25
6.49
8.74
7.82

6.47
6.71
8.80
7.94

Black
HispanIc
Other
Total

18

24

67

47

21

26

69

51

25

-30

71

54

6.59
7.04

9.60
8.47

6..87

7.19

9,75
8.71

7.20
7.51
9.84
8.90

G

E*

E

. T
MATH.TOTAL

.H

N

I

Y

PERCENTILES

.0 CD l-
i i i

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

,.., 0 ,....
i
03 CC <0

Black 34 33 36 1.53 1.51 1.57

1
Hispanic
Other

38

64

40

68

40

68.

1.60

2.08
1.64

2.15

1.65

2.16

Total 51 '53 . 53 1.82 1.86 1.87

Black
. 32 31 35 2.43 2.40 2.49

Hispanic 34 40 41 2.47 2.59 2.62

Other 63 65 66 3:12 3.17 3.19

Total 50 50 53 2.82 2.82 2.87

Black 30 33 38 3.29 3.15 3.48
Hispanic 35 36 49 3.42 3.45 3.78

3 Other 87 67 72 4.30 4.30 4.4t

Total 53 52 59 3.88 3.85 4.06

Black 27 31 34 4.09 4:21 4.30

Hispanic' 36 36, 37 4.38 4.35 4.41
Other 71 :67 66 5.49 5.36 3.32
Total 56 52' 51 4.97 4.87 4.85

Black 29 30 34 5.03 5.07 5.23

Hispanic 37 38 41 5.32 5.37 5.47
Other 67 72 71 6.49 6.66 6.61
Total 53 55 55 5.95 6.01 6.01

Black 27 29 31 5.83 5.89 6.02
Hispanic 35 37 40 6.15 6.29 6.,37

Other 71 71' 72 7.67 7.70 7.75

Total 56 57 58 - 7.00 7.07 7.10

Black 22 30 30 6.33 6.72 6.71

7
Hispanic
Other

31

69

36

20

38

70

6.76
8.57

7.03
8.58.

7.14
8.59

Total 51 54 55 7.74 7.88 7.92

Black 19 23 29 7.04 7.32 7.64

Hispanic 29 31 36 7.62 7.76 8.01

Other 66 70 70 9.40 9.56 7.58

Total 48 51 54 8.56 8.73 8.87

Figure 5. ITBS PERCENTILE AND.GRADE EQUIVALENT MEDIANS, BY ETHNICITY, 1979-80 THROUGH
1981-82 Students at grade level would receive'an X.8 grade equivalent
median in grades 1-6 and an X.67 median in grades 7 and 8. The median
percentile rank for the national norm group is 50 for all grades.

(Page 1 of 2, Reading Total and Math Total.)
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LA'NGVAGE TOTAL*

PERCENTILiS I "GRADE EQUIVALENTS I

t,

R

A

D

E

C

I

T

Y

, x co
I

.-. g ?sT

Black 44
Hispanic 46

1

Other . 63
Total . 57

48
46

75

60

47
48

76

62

1.67
1.71
2.39
1.97

1.74
1.70
2.73
2.07

1.73
1.75

2.77
.2.12

2

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

45
41

69

59

50.

47

73

61

56
49

72

62

2.67
2.56

3.62

.3.14

2:80
2.73

3.79
.3.27-

3.01
2.79

3.74

3.29

3

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

45

46

76

64

49

50

78

65

-

53
63

80

.72

3.61
3.70
5.al
4.47

3.83
3.87

5.12
4.51

4.00'

4.40
5.23
4.80-

.

4

"

slack
Hispanic
Other
Total.,

35

41

74

60

44
47

74

62

48
49

P.

62_

4.20
4.51
6.04
3.32

4.62..

4.77
6.05
5.44

4.78 .

4,84
6.01,

3.40

5

Black
HispaniC
Other
Total

38'

O.

73

59'

:40

46

78

64

.47

51

77

65

5.24
5.33
7.07

6.33

5.33
'5.61

7.36
6.59

5.69'

5.86

7.31
6.61

6

Black
Hispanic
Other .

Total

31

35

68

54

'40
42

74

60

41

47

75

63

5.76
5.98
7.90
7.12

6.31
6.44
8.26'
7.47

6.38
6.70
8.35
7:65

7

Black
Hispanic

Other
!total

24
.31

57

50

35

38

71

57

40

43

74

62

5.88
6.32
8.73
_7.67

6.63
6.86
9.03
'8.15

6.97

7,19
9.22
8.42

8

Black
HiSpanic
Other
Total

22

-31

64

48

29

- 34 :

.71

57.

38

43

74

52

6.65
7.28
9.64
8.56

7.13
7.52
10.10
9.16

7.88
8,23

10.35
9.50

kFor grades 1 and 2,'Spelliag Is the cnly language test

Figure 5. ITBS PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT
MEDIANS 1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82.

(Page 2 of 2, Language Total, Word
Analysis, and Work-Study Total.)
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WORD ANALYSIS.(Grades 1 5 2 On.1.:)

.
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s.D

I

m=

PERCENTILES

..= ,n,0 I-.
I I

oo cc
: ,-. N

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

N'
I

Do x .co= , IN

'

1

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

,46
'48
73

63

,

43-
45,

76.

61

44

50

76

60

1.71
. 1.76
2.47

2.16

1.64
1.69
2.60

2:15

1.65
1.80
2.58

2.13

2

Black
Hispanic
Other
Total

. 39

40

74

60

40

44

76

60.

44

45

77

64

2.44
2.48
3.69

3.14

2.47
2.60
3.79

313

2.63
2.64
3,81
3.27

G

R

D

E

T .

H

N
I

C

T

/

MORK-STUDY TOTAL Grades 34 Only)

PERCENTILES.

, x oo

1

x = oo

GRADE EQUIVALENTS

, co =
I I I
oo co x
c. ,- r-,

-Black 33 36 42 3.21 3.32 3.52
Hispanic 39 40 55 .3.43 3.44 395
Other 70 70 74 4.51 4.51 4.66
Total 56 55 62 3.99. 3.94 4.23

Black 28 31 38. 3.92 4.03 4,31
, Hispanic 39 39 41 4,35 4.37 4.45
4 Other 72 73 71 5.70 5.74 5.66'

Total 57 51 56 5.06 5.06 5.01

Black 34 33 39 5.05 5,04 5.29
Hispanic 41 43 47 5.39 5.47 5.65
Other 70 77 - 76 6.73 7.03 6.97
Total 58 62 62 6.15 6.35 6.31

Black 29 28 33 5.72 5.70 5.97
Hispanic 30 40 1 43 5.84 6.29 6.44
Other 63 71 73 7.62 7.84 7.98
Total 53 57 61 6.85 7.07 7.28

t _

Black 21 7,e. 29 5.98 6.40 6.43

7
Hispanic -26 33 33 .6.25 6.70 6.73

.

Other 64 68 70 3.42 8.69 8.81
,

Total 45 52 53 .7.35 7.73 7.84

Black 19 _ 25 29 6.50 6.99 7.30

8
Hispanic 27 29 37 ' 7.17 7.28 7.82
Other 63 69 72 9.44 9.80 9.94

i

Total 45 49 56 8.32 8.65 9.02
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Figure 6. STEP MEDIAN PERCENTILES , 1977-78 THROUGH 1981-82 ,
GRADES 9-12, 1970 AND 1978 NORMS .
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READING

GRADE
LUNCH

STATUS BLACK HISFANIC .

ANGLO/
OTHER

;%ILE %ILE ZILE

9' Free/Reduced- 1/-. 14 41

Full Price 30 30.. '58

10 Free/Reduced 16 16 42

Full Price .30 -27 61

11' Free/Reduced .12 17 37

Full Price 215 27 59

12 Free/Reduced 9 12 26

Full Price 15 23 57

READING

GRADE
LUNCH

STATUS BLACK HISPANIC
ANGLO/
.0THER

G.E. ) G.E. G.E.

1 Free/Reduced 1.62 1- 1.63 2.19

Full 'Price -2.05 2.23 2.77

2 Free/Reduced, 2.52 . 2..48 3.24

Full Price .3.16 3.08. 3.84

'

3 Free/Reduced 3.24 3.45- .28

Full Price 3.79 4.83.4.15
,

Free/Reduced '4.04 3.91 5.18
Full Price . 4.66 4.87,

0.
5.83

Free/ReduCed 4:79 4.87 6.34.

Full Price 5.61 5:94 '7.14

6 Free/Reduced . 5.62 5.72 7.26

Full Price 6.75 7.04 8.36

7 . Free/Reduced 6.35 6.49 8.05

Full.Price 7.51 7.61 9.04

6.91 7.17 9.01_Free/Reduced
Full Price 8.09. . 8.41 10.05.

Figure 7. MEDIAN READING TEST SCORES, STUDENTS QUALIFYING
FOR FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH,.COMFARED TO
STUDENTS NOT QUALIFYING, 1981-82- Grades 9-12.:

Percentiles for STEP:Reading. Grades 1-8:
Grade Equivalents for ITBS Reading Total.

IV-11 15-;
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Evaluation Design
;

ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN:. Low-Socioeconomic-Status and Minority
Student Achievement, 1981-82

Contact Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

No, Pages: 11

'Content:

The eval,uatioh design is a one-year plan of, evaluation work for the
project. There are. approximately 52,500 students served by 81 campUses.
within AISD. As of December, 1981,19,824 (38%) of the students were
WIrtEcipaLing in the, tTree and redu.ced-price lunch program. Approximately
54'7" of.AISD students were. Anglo, 27% were Hispanic, and 19% were Black as_
0C 0,.:tober 3, 1980.

Although AISD does.not have a.single unitari.pIan to servelow SES or'
minority students, the District and the Board have recognized the im-.
prOvement-of minority students' achievement in all basic skills areas
at all grade levels as a priority stUdent need.

Although some of the special programs for students from low socio-
economic and minority backgrOunds have been operating in the Diatrict
.for up to ten years, thefirst analysis of the overall achievement'of
these groups was conducted by the Office of Research and Evaluation in.
1976-77; .This analysis reVealed that .low SES/minority achievement levels
at all.grade levels wereextremely Iow in comparison to nonminority or
higher SES student achievement.. This evaluation made it clear that%the
programs and efforts of the past,.however successful on a small scale,

. were not accomplishing desired goals. .The gap between minority and
Anglo student achievement has been. narrowed slightly in the past few
years, but it is still wide and pervasive.

This evaluation is therefore designed to monitor:

low SES and minority student achidvement on distyirtwide
achievement tests,
minority student participation.in'tests for.college-bound
high achool jUniora and seniors,
minority.student schdol.leaver rates.

Other projects evaluated by ORE which publish reports relating to low
SES and minority students include:

Titre
Title I Migrant
State Compensatory Education,
Local/State Bilingual,
.ESAA Desegregation.

IV-12' 1 50
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Technical Report %65.1STRACT.

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: SystemWide Evaluation 1981-82

COntact Person: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter, Nancy Baenen

No. Pages: 500

Summary:.

The Final Technical Report.is.a detailed accodnt of the instruments used
in data collection, and the purposes, procedures, and results of the data
collection effort. The information presented in,this volume relates to
the District's.Five-Year Plan for Accreditation,'"which emphasizes improving
student achievement It basic skills, with a special fodus on low SES and

, minority student .achievement.

The technical report is organized dround data collection Sources and
includes thefollowing appendices

Scholastic Aptitude, Test (SAT)
American College Test (ACT)
,Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT)
.Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP)
Jowa.Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)
Metropolitan Reediness Tests (MRT)'
Texas Assessment'ofBasic Skills (TABS)
-Teaeher-Surve,y- .

Adtinistrator.Survey
Accreditation Status Reort
District Attendance Records
District Graduation Records.

Appendix A:.
APpendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:
Appendix F:
Appendix G:

--Appendix-H1--
Appendix I:
Appendix J:
Appendix
Appendix L:

IV-13
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ABSTRACT

Title: improVing AChievement For Pupils Of Low Socio-EConoMIC Strata:
The Gamble We Must Take

Contact Persons: Jonathan,Curtis, David Doss, Patsy Totusek

'No.1 Pages:

Summary:

Summer schools have generally been ineffective,in improving student achieve-
Ment. 'Since.much of the aCademic divergence between childten from higher
and lower socio-azonamic strata .occurs during the summer, effective.summer
iinstruc,tion is cr.lcialto children from the lower.socio-,economic, strata.
Hypotheses for poor sUmmer school achievement results are liSted and'sug-
gestions for possible improvement'are proyided.

Comment .c

This paper was presented at the l932 annual meeting of the American Educational.
Research Association in New York.'
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: High'School.Graduation Minimum Competency Requirements

Contact Person': Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter, Nancy Lanier, Rick Battaile

Ma or Positive Findin

1. Of. the 3,210 high school graduates in 1982, the percentage who met
AISD's minimum competency requirements was...

91% in eading

93% in m th

90% in boh reading and math

2. The percentage of e\ighth7grade students who meet the Minimum compe7
tency requirements n their first attempt has increased both of the
last two'yPars.

Major Findings Requiring ction:

1. The success rate of the reading and math tutorial courses has dropped
partially as a consequ ce of the rise in the competency criterion
from eighth-grade to ni th-grade level. Unless this success tate
,rises significantly, the number of graduates who will not meet the
higher criterion in 198 will increase to several timeS the current

Z3

The current practice of m
achievement tests presents several problems.

asudmg minimum competencyl..with standardized

. Keeping test items pecure is difficult with
nationally publishea test.

Standardized achieveñient tests measure some skills
which ate too simple\ nh some skills which are too
advanced to be consid r d approptriate for a minimum
competency requirement

There is a need for a:locally dpveloped test which meets the speci-
fications laid out in recent cairt decisions related,to the requiring
of minimum competencies for'grad

\
at.,on, .'

V-1
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Evaluation Summary:
- -

To graduate from an.Austin ISD high school in 17982, a student must have
demonstrated reading and math competencies equivalent to average achieve- -

ment fbr,the middle of eighth grade (8.5 grade equivalent). If ttiis:
minimum competency level is not achieved, a letter of waiver which.states-
that the student understands that competency standards have not.been .met
must be signed.' Tutorial courses in both reading and math are provided
to help students attain competency levels,, and at least one tutorial must
be taken prior to signing a waiver letter. Only special education students
who cannbt be validly tested are exempt from these.requirements. 'Beginning
with 1983 graduates,'the minimum.competency requirement rises to the ninth-
grade level (9.0 grade equivalent).

1

The evaluation of the program-includes administering the tests, maintaining
. the records, assessing the procedures, and evaluating the'impact of the
minimum coMpetency requirement.s.

Students may meet competency requirements first on the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills-(ITBS) administered.in'the middle of grade eight. In April of each
sUcceeding year, the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) is.
administered. The Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) is given in
grade nine and above. Once each fall and once each spring, special admin-
istrations of the ITBS are conducted to determine which students must
enroll in a tutorial course the next semester. The ITBS is also admin-
istered during final examinations in the tutorial courss. A student must
.attain the required score only once on one of these/tests prior to gradu-,

ation.

Procedures for the testing and'reporting axe documented in the.Policies
and Procedures Manual: Minimum Competencies for High'School Graduation,
publication number 80.48. Details of the testing results-and analyses

aare included in the Final Technical Report: High School Graddation
, Minimum Competency Requirements, publaatiom'number 81.76.

HOW DID THE 1982 GRADUATES PERFORM IN MEETING THE MINIMUM
'COMPFTENCY FOR GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS?

91%.Met competency reguirements'in readin

93% met competency requirements in h.

90% met competency fequirements in both reading and
math.

4% codld not be tested validly because of a handi-
capping condition (special education).

6% (191 students) signed a letter of waiver in at
.least brie area.

ft

V-2
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Of the 3,210 graduate's in 1982, 90% met,, minimum competency requirements
in both reading and math. Those not meeting requirements'included sPecial
education students_who were not testable (4% in reading and in math) and
other students who signed letters of waiver (5% in reading, 3% in math).
Figure 1 compares this year's graduates with those from the two Previous
years. Figure 2 gtaphically presents the percentage of StUdents meeting
competency requirements, signing waiver letters, and using special edu
.cation exemptions across the past three,years.

HOW SUCCESSFUL HAVE THE TUTORIAL COURSES BEEN IN HELPING
STUDENTS ATTAIN MINIMUM COMPETENCY LEVELS?

The average percent '-N.f students in a tutorial course
who met minimum competency requirements at Che end of
each tutorial was...

16% in reading
48% in math

Of the 1981-82. segiors who took at least one tutorial
course, the percentage who met minimum competency re
quirements prior to graduation was...

71% in' reading
82% in math

The number of 1981-82 seniors who todk at least,one
tutorial course but failed to attain the minimum
competency level prior to graduation waa...

125 in readirig
65 in math

* Many more teachers and administrators believe the minimum
coMpetency requirements have helped improve the skills of
students than do not.4111.

Semester Success Rates

A competency test is administered during the scheduled period for a final
examination at the end of each tutorial course. An estimate of the .succe'ss
rate for the tutorials can be obtained by inspecting the percentage of -
students meeting competency at the end of each tutorial course. The suc
cess rate for reading tutorials was very low (14% in the fall, 18% in the
spring) compared to the success rate for math tutorials (46%, 50%).

V-3
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:.:ATENGRY OF a:AWAITS 1980

YEAR-OF CRADFATICN

198l 1982

ALL GRADUATES 3,387
,

10U 3,307 100%. 3,210 1004

1

MEITING COMPETENCY IN...
' Reading

Math
Both Reading and-Math

3,04
3,239.

3,176

957
967
944

.3,133

3,162
3,104

95%
967
949

2,937
2,95
2,855

917,

937,

50%

MEETING COMPETE:C: IN READING, B1.7
USI::G THESE &HER OPTIONS IN MATH.

.LetCtir of Waiver 24* It -28 14 43 17
Special Educaciwn'Exemption <17, 1 <1% 9 <1".

,

.

.

'F.TIMG COMFETENGY IN ,MATH, BUT
USIN,: THFSE OTHER OPTIONt; IN REOING.

_Letter of Naiver 60* 2% 55 .. 2% 100 3%
Special Education Exeaption 3 <1% 3 . <1% 10 <17

NOT MEETING COMPETENCY-IX EITdER MATIp
OR READING AND USING THESE OPTIGNS.

Letter of Waiver 42* 17 ° 39 1% 48 1

Special Education Exemption 78 2% 77 27 115
.

/
4%

USING AT LEAST ONE LETTER OF WAIVER. 126 4% 122 , 47 191 6%

USING AT LEAST ONE SPECOAL EDUCATION

EXEMPTION. 85 :*.% 81 2% -134 4::

*Includes students who submitted a letter of.waiver plus those who graduated 'xith an
examption for being errolled prior to 75-76 or for enrolling as a senior.

9

Figure 1. COMPETENCY ST&US OF GRADUATES, 1980 THROUGH 1982.
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READING
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Figure 2. PERCENTAGE OF GRADUATES MEETING
COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS, SIGNING
WAIVER LETTERS, AND USING SPECIAL
EDUCATION EXEMPTIONS, 1980 THROUGH
1982.
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Overalliccess

-The ultimate goal of the tutorial .courses is to bring every student up
to (or above) the Minimum competency level. Of the 1982 seniors, 9%
took at least one tutorial course prior to meeting minimum competency
requirements in teading, and 9% in math. The tutorial courses have
clearly 4)layed a role ir the,competency attainment of some graduates.
liowever, even after taking at least, one tutorial course, some students
never met-the miniMum competency requirements--125 in reading and 65
in math. Ovetall, 71% of the 1982 sraduates who took at least one
reading tutorial course met reading competency, and 82% of those taking
at least one math tutorial course met math competency. See Figure 3,

For wide variety of reasons, some students graduated with letters of
waiver but never took a tutorial course (24 in reading, 25 in math).

Teacher and Administrator Opinions

On surveys administered in the spring of 1982; 39% of the secondary
teachers and 50% of the adminiatrators agreed that the minimum competency
requirements havehad a positive effect on graduates' performance in
reading and math. Only 14% of the,teachers and 15% of the administrators
disagreed. Many were undecided.

0

: 82%

MET MINIMUM COMPETENCY
REQUIREMENTS

MET MINIMUM COMPETENCY
REQUIREMENTS

MATH

READING

Figure 3. COMPETENCY STATUS OF 1982 GRADUATES WHO TOOK AT LEAST ONE TUTORIAL
COURSE.

V-5 6
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,_HOW MANY GRADUATES. WILL' REQUIRE LETTERS OF WAIVER IN 1983-
WHEN THE MINIMUM COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS RISE TO THE NINTH-
GRADE LEVEL?

.If the suctess rates in the tutorial course§ remain the
same, thenumber of letters of waiver may triple in 1983.

..-abOUt'550 Students may need to sign waiver letters.

387 Math Letters
336 Reading Letters

The change from an eighth-grade to a ninth-grade minimum competency level
wasa major one. Figure 4 details how many of the 1982 seniors would not
hav'e met the ninth-grade criterion had it applied to them; This is our
best estimate of thetiumber of 1983 graduates who will require'letters of
waiver.

Th.e number ,f,.,students required to sign'. at least one letter is estimated
as 550. This estimate is based upon 336 graduatesnot meeting the 9.0
minimum competency level in reading, and 387 in math. Man of these
would be the same students7-not meeting minimum competency requirements
in either area.

More 1983 graduates may actually meet the higher criterion than did 1982
graduates since the former may continue in tutorials after reaching the
eighth-grade level.

STUDENTS READING iMATH

1982 Seniors -. 3108* : 3108*
Met 9.0 Competency 2647 2597
Did Not Meet 9.0 Competency -;.461 511
Special Ed. Exempt 125 124
Requiring Letters- 336** j87**

*Does not equal number of 1982 graduates. In-
cludes only students enrolled LEI. spring 1982.

**Best estimate of number of graduates requiring
a letter io 1983."

Figure 4. ESTIMATE OF. 1983 GRADUATES-WHO MUST SIGN
WAIVER LETTERS FOR THE 9.0 COMPETENCY LEVEL.

V-6 166
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HAVE THE MINIMUM CQMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS HAD ANY EFFECT ON
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN AISD?

There has been a small decline in he proportion of

very low achievers, since the minimum cbmpetency re-.

quirements began..

A higher proportion of graduates meet the comOetency

criteria now than did before they became effective in

1979; however, this may be a consequence of -

a) tutorial instruCtion focused specifically
toward the competency.test objectives'. and

b) multiple opportunities for students to
attempt the competency tests.

Low-achieving graduates appear to have better mastery of

the basic competencies focused on in the tutorial courses.

Teachers and administrators generally agree that. the

minimum competency requirements have had a positive

effect on students' basic skills,

Test Results

If the minimum competency requirement have had an influence on student

achievement, a decrease in the Troportion of students in the' lowest ten

percentiles on the STEP should be evident.. In the first three years

after the minimum competency standards went_into effect for graduates,

the percentage of seniors in,the lowest 10 percentiles was lower than

in 108, the last year prior, to the reciuirements. the differences are

very small but consistent (see Figure 5). The 1982.seniors, howeyer,

included a higher percentage than in 1978 of very low achievers in

reading, the same percentage in math basic concepts, and a lower per-

centage in math computation. The same pattern was found when students

at or below the 25th percentile were examined.

PERCENT-OF STUDENTS SCORING FROM THE

. 1ST.TO 10TH PERCENTILE (1970 NORMS)

YEAR or TESTING*

STEP TEST 78* 79 80 81 82

.Reading 18%* 17% 15% 15% 19%

Math Easid Concepts 12". 10% 9% 10?: 12%

Math Computatlon 18%. 13% 12% 12% 13%

*Last year prior to minimum competency requirements.

Figure 5. PERCENT OF SENIORS SCORING FROM THE iST TO 10TH PERCENTILE,

STEP 1978 THROGGH 1982.

V-7 16
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Figure 6 clearly shows there has been an increase since 1978 in the pef
centage.Cf twelfth graders who score at the eighthgrade leVel on an
achievement test prior to graduation. TWQ factors'have influenced this
increase. irst, students noia have, multiple opportunitieS Ito take a
competency test; thUs, marginal students have a higher probability of
meeting competency requirements. Second, the tutorial courses have
-offered instruction specific to the skills measured by the.competency
tests given. As a consequence of this focused tutorial instructiOn,
graduates do appear to have better mastery'of a set of basic skills.
The STEP is.generally considered to have fewer items which measure the
basic skills than do the other tests used to measure Competency and
would,therefore.be less sensitive to increases in these lower level.skills.

Survey Results

Spring surveys asked secondary teachers and administrators to react to
this statement--"The minimum competency requirements in math and reading
have improved graduates' performance in these basic skills areas." Of
the,teachers, 39% agreed and 14% disagreed. Of the principals, 50%
agreed,..and 15% disagreed. Many expressed no opinion.

100

60

20

80

60

40

20

READ 1 NG

71-7A 78-79 79-80 HO-81,

77-71 71-79 79,780 80-11 81-88

figure A. PERCENTAGE OF SENIORS WHO SCORED AT THE COMYETENCY
LEVEL PRIOR TO GRADUATION, 1,77-711 THROUGH 1961 8. /0

y-8

KEY;

B - Black

H - Hispanic

A = Anglolother

T - Total



81.30

WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS' WHO SIGN LETTERS

'OF WAIVER?

TwO years after' graduation', students who signed waiver

letters in both reading and math.report'a need for better

reading and math skilIg.

1982 graduates who,signed letters of waiver differed

from other graduates in age (older) , time enrolled in

AISD (shorter) , and ethnicity (higher proportion of

minorities).

1982 Graduates.

The 1982 graduates Who si'gned letters of waiyer had these characteristics.

1. Theywere older than other graduates.

2. They were enrolled in AISD high schools fewer terms

than other graduates.

3: .Theywere mostly minority students. About halfwere Black.

4. Of the.studdnts' who signed reading waiVers, about half had

taken two or 'three reading tutorials. Most students who

signed math waivers had taken only one math-tutorial.

5.. More females signed reading. letters. About.the same number

of males and females signed math letters.

6. Nb LEP student signed a. math waiVer, bUt nine signed

reading waivers.-

7. Some ere Special education students whose ARD Committee

believed. they could be validlytested:

12 in reading
11 in math

8. Some signed waiver letters but never took a tutorial course.

24 in reading.
25 in math

Former Students

Eight 1980 graduates who signed letters of waiver in both reading and

math were interviewed in.the spring.of 1982. Seven reported encountering

times when they had a need to read better, and five reported times when

better math skills would have-been helpful.

V.9



81.30-

HOW'MANY EIGHTH GRADERS MET MINIMUM COMPETENCYREQUIREMENTS
ON THEIR FIRST ATTEMPT?

The petaentage of eighth graders who met the ninthgrade
competency requirements in 1982 was...

48% in reading
49% in math .

These perceptages have increased in both of the last two
years.

The first.opportunity for students to demonstrate minimum competency
levels for meeting the graduation requirements'is in the spring of
krade 8. Figure 7 shows that there has been an upward trend in the
pere.encage of eighth gradei:s who take the ITBS who attain the ninth
grade level (9.0 grade equivalent).

Percentage of Eighth Graders
Attaining the 9.0 Grade
Equivalent on the ITBS

Area of
Competenty 1980 1981 1982

Reading 417 -46% 48%

Math, 42% 477 49%

Figure 7. PERGENTAGE OF EIGHTH GRADERS WHO
MET NINTH.GRADE COMPETENCY LEvELS;
1980 THROUGH 1982.

WHAT CHANGES IN THE MINIMUM COMPETENCY PROGRAM ARE NEEDED?

A new competency, test is needed, based upon spbcific
objectives and having secure items.

Improved procedures.are needed tO'provide school staffs
with a higher proportion of precoded answer sheets and
more useful lists of students to be tested for competency.
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Competency Tests

Recent court challenges to other school systems' competency programs have
produced ruling's which provide some idea of what characteris,tica a legally
defensible competency program must have.

1. Valid objectives which describe those skills which
are truly basic competencies.

2. A valid measure (test) of these skills.

3. Assurance that the skills are actually taught.

4. Early assessment and identification of students needing
remediation.

5. Remedial or tutorial instruction for those needing it.

6. Multiple opportunities to pass the competency test.

Currently1 AISD's miniMum competency effort relies upon standardized achieve
ment tests and'the TABS. Standardized tests, measure a very wide,range of
skills, many'of Whichare well beyond those generally considered to be
minimum competencies and some which may not have been taught to every
student. Consequently, AISD's-program is weakeSt in the areas of valid
objectives and assurances that all skills are actually taught to each
student. _

Throughout the last school year, the secondary instruction supervisory and
administrative staff has worked with staff from the Office of Research and
Evaluation to develop a plan which would result in the best possible (and
most legally defensible) minimum competency program. The resulting plan
has these basic aspects..

1. Adoption of the TABS objectives, which were set through
an elaborate, statewide effort, as AISD's minimpm compe
tencies for graduation.

2. ,Revision of the tutorial.course curricula to focus on
the TABS objectives.

. Development of an item bank composed of many items
selected to measure these objectives.

Generation of multiple forms of reading and math compe
tency tests using various Combinations of items from the
item bank.

5. Continual updating Of the item bank and the test forms to
ensure the security of the tests..

This plan would proVide more reliable measurement of competency status
using possibly shorter tests: The first locally developed tests are
targeted 'for USe in the fall of 1982:

V-11
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Although the TABS test ha's a state competency level which is well below
the ninth-grade criterion required by AISD, the new competency test will
demand that students demonstrate the.higher ninth-grade level Of skill'
on the.TABS objectives.

.Procedures for Testing

ORE staff has been communicating with counselors, registrars; and other
school personnel throughout the year to identify areas for improvement.
School personnel need to know which Students should be tested during the
spetial competency testing sessions each semester.. To facilitate this,
ORE provided in the spring a liSting of each student's competency statuS,
whether the student was in'a tutorial course, and whether the.student
had been exempted from competency testing by the ARD Committee. This
printout was a first step. Plans for the fall are, to provide the same
information and to add a count of math and reading courses.taken and
passed by each student.

When a student uses an answer sheet which was precoded with all.identifying
information in advance by'computer, the schools are saved the.time required
to codeanswer sheets by hand,and ORE is saved the time required to correct
information incorrectly coded or lef,t off.', Currently, precoded answer
sheets are provided, but the Procedure used requires school staff to sort
through a large number of answer sheets and to save unused ones from:
semester to semester. A new system is needed and is being planned to
provide just the ones needed each semester, in the order which is most

.

helpful to.the school personnel.

1 '74
V-d2

.



81.30
(81.07)

Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

'Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: High School GradUation Minimum Competency
Requirements

-

Contact Persons: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter

No. Pages: 16

Summary:

The eValuation design is a one-year Plan of evaluation work for.this
project. It provides a brief projeCt and eValuation summary,-the major
decision and evaluation questions to be addressed, other information -

needs, dissemination plans, and information sources,to be used.

The High School Graduation Minimum Competency Requirements atate.that,
in order to-graduate, tudents must demonstratea specified level of
skill.on.a standardized math and reading achievement test. Students
must demonstrate competency at either the 8.5 or 9.0 grade criterion
level, depending on the number of units of high school credit the
student had earned as of August 1980. The evaluation will have two
primary_foci during the 1981-82 school Year:

basic needs assessment information regarding the
overall minimum competency requirements, and

. needed program.changes.implemented or identified
during the 1981-82 school year.

175
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title Guidelines for Tutorial Teachers

CotitaCt Person: Kevin Matter, Glynn Ligon

'No. Pages: #2

Summary:

The purpose of this handout is to clarify protedures and to ensure .

consistency of preparation in tutorial classes throughout the District.
The document Covers such topics as the essential elements of standardized
testing procedures, mandatory or optional activities before,.during, and
after the courses! standardized final exam, and how tp help improve
students' test-taking skills.

The document als.o Specifies guiddelines concerning test security.

V-14
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: High School Graduation Minimum Competency
Requirements. .

Contact Person: Glynn Ligon, Kevin Matter

No. Pages: 59.

Summary:

This.is the accompanying.document to'the High School Graduation Minimum
Competency Requirements Final Report. The tethnical report provides
additional information on the data collection proceduret; analyses per-
formed, and more detailed reports on the results (in both tabular and
narrative forms). .

V-15
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Project Title:

'Contact Persen:

FINAL REPORT

Personnel Evaluation Systems

Patsy Totusek, Freda Holley

,

Major Positive Findings:

The first 4AsesSment Center was implemented as it
was intended to be implemented by the National.
ASsociation for_Secondary School Principals (NASSP).
According to the NASSP monitOr, "It really was.a.'
greatcenter for the first one."

2. Most of the assessors in the first Assessment Center
fdlt the new 'pro,cess would improve the selection and
placement of,AISD personnel. The majority of the
assessors said participation in the Assessment Center
had impro_ved their own observation, communication,
and decisionTmaking skills.

3. The Assessment Center candidates said they appreciated
the:professional attitude,shown by the aS'Sessors:
More than half of the candidates felt their behavior
during the Assessmerit:Senter was a good indication
of their ability.'

''4. The new Administrator Evaluation,System was imPlemented
on a pilot basis during-the 1981-82 school year. When
questioned in March, most administrators (77%) stated'
the new system was'adequate or better. 'Follow-up ques-
tionnaires are'recommended, however, in that in March
dost administrators had seen, but had not yet been eval-
uated with, the neW system.

5. The Administrative Personnel Evaluation ,Handbook4s being developed by
a.committee of District admihistrators and should, be completed fot-use
during the 1982-83 school year.

ApprOximately 77-78%, of the teachers have rated the
sennel Evaluation System 'adequate or betterfor the

ProfesSional Per-
last two years.
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Major Findings Requiring Action:

H; P
1. Some candidates expressed dissatisfaction with the

feedback conferences conducted after, the first
Assessment Center. These candidates stated they
did nat receive a clear picture of the areas in
which they needed improvement.' Some candidates'
suggested that plans for improvement be provided
during the conference itself..

2. The "requirement that'all professionals and adminis-
trators be evaluated every year has increased the
amount of time administrators must devote to ,per
sonnel evaluation. Ways should be sought for
decreasing these time demands while preServing the
quality of the evaluation process.

3. Teachers are rated on the 46 competencies appearing
on the Teacher .Evaluation Form. The competencies
teachers consistently received the lowest ratings
on in 1978-79, 1979-80, and 1980-81 involved testing

, and evaluation activities, record keeping., provision
of.enrichment activities,.use of questioning strategies,
and compliance with AISD policy and procedures. Initial
.review of the most recent teacherevaluation ratings
.indicates teachers received the lowest ratings,on the
same Lompetencies in 1981-82. Staff development and
'supervision should be provided in these areas.

Evaluation Summary

Several activities were conducted during 1981782 to assist
, in the evaluation and development of the Personnel Eval-
uation Systems. TJese included:

Cocn LtLC evaeuation 'data on theA44e/s4-.
memt Centen ionOceoz.

Pxoviding techMicat. as4Zstance_in the devetopmemt'
o the new Admini4tAaton EvaLtation Syistem.
Anagiing, zummaitizing, and dizzeminating the Itating4

.

'given on the Pkotiezziona Peuonnee Eva4ation FOAM4.
o Examining zeteCted quation4 bri the DiztAict

tnatok amd Teachek.Scomeo.

The remainder of this repoft will provide brief sumMaries
of the activities-descrIbed above. For more detailea--
information cn the Profe'ssional Personnel Evaluation
System, see the Final Technical Report:. 1981-82 Profes-
sional Personnel Evaluation System (Publication No. 81:71).
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ASSESSMENT CENTER

The first AISD Assessment Centerwas conducted March 19 through April.
Twelve candidates participated in the centerand were evaluated by six
assessors. NASSP sent a monitor to Austin to assist in setting up the
Assessment Center.

Implementation of First Assessment Center

Questionnaires were developed.and administeted to the NASSP monitor, the
assessors, and the candidatos to assess the-manner in which the center was
implemented. As stat'ed in the beginning of this report, the monitor and.
.assessors Were generally pleased with the center, but several of the can-
didates exptessed some .dissatisfaction with the feedback coriferences. A
detailed report of'the questionnaire findings was sent.to the Director of
the Assessment Center prior to the second oenter.

Monitor, assessor, and candidate questionnaires will continue to be admi-
nistered at the end of each Assessment Center to evaluate the imPlementation
of the activities.

ExPenditures

The Director of the Assessment Center provided an account Of the costs
involved in'training the assessors and operating the first center. A
summary of these exp'enditures is provided in Figure 1.

Description'Of Expenditures Expenditure

Total coSt of training 14 AISD assessors $ 8,582

Total,cost of first Assessment Center 1 $ 9,004
$.17,586*'

Expenditures paid from "new m6ney" $ 3,974

Expenditutes paid from reallocation of existing
personnel.resources $ 13,612

*Includes cost in personnel time, consultant expenditures,
materials, rent of facilities,.refreshments, etc.

Figure 1. EXPENDITURES FOR TRAINING ASSESSORS AND OPERATING
THE FIRST ASSESSMENT CENTER.

,0
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The
t

economi.a utility of operating Assessment Centers will be examined

following the second AISD Assessment Center. An:attempt will be made to

use a "return-on-investment" formula.to determine if Assessment Centers

are financielly advantageous for the District.

Standardized Test

Beginning with the.Second Assessment
Center, a standardized test will be
Administered to the candidates who
volunteer to assist with'the evalu-
ation effort. The test is the Edu-
cational'Administration and Super-
vision .(EAS) test\.. It_ is taken.

from the battery f tests known as

the National Teach r Examinations.
The'EAS focuses on\three Major-con-

tent categories: Program Improvement,
Management, and Human Relations. An
effort will be made tto determine the'

extent to 4hich the EAS seores pre-

diet the S'eores the 4ndidates re-
teive from the AssessMent Center.
The relationship between the Asse§s-

ment Centei scores and\other scores
received by.the candidates (e.g.,
Perceiver Interview scores) may be

exaMined as.well.

Due to the small number of candidates
participating in each Assessment
Center (N=12), test data will need
to be obtained from several Assessment

Centers before conclusions can be

drawn.

Second Assessment Center

The second AISD Assessment,Center'was
-conducted June 12-18. Six,assessors

evaluated 12 candidates'and,a NASSP
.monitor provided assistance tb-the,

Director of the Assessment Center,
Eve1-.;ation information on the second

Center is currently being .obtained,
and a summary of. the findings will be .

.,disseminated when.the research has been

completed.
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NEW ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION SYSTEM

Cy

Throughout the 1981-82 school year, technical assistance was given to

central administrators in the development of-the new Administrator Eyaluation

System. This included:

Obtaining input from all AISD administrators

on the.rating scale, recommended evaluation

procedures, and task descriptions.

Developing a draft set of _task descriptions for

all administrative positions'to be uSed during 1

theA_981-82 school year. The task descrikions
were developed On the basis of the job descriptions

obtained from the Peat,1 Marwick, and Mitchell

salary studY as well as the input received from

District administrators'.

Providing assistance in the.development of'

input forms for teachers and other secondary

and primary sources of.information.

Conducting a national survey to determinehow

other School districts coordinate, information-

gathering sctivities in the evaluation of per-

sonnel. .

Providing assistande in writing the final sections

of the Administrative Personnel Evaluation Hand-

book.

The hew Administrative Personnel Evaluation

'Handbook is Scheduled tb be disseminated to
the-AISD.administretive staff prior to the

beginning ofthe 1982-83 school year.

VI-5 P33



PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL EVALUATION SYSTEM

.An examination of the districtwide ratings
given to.teachers in 1978-79, 1979-=80, and.
1980-81 reveals s6rlie very, definite trends.

11

Teachers repeatedlY received thefrhighest
ratings on the following cOmpetencles: I

Showz enthuziAzM oit. Wokk. .

Exhibit an ovekael 06it4ve attitude.
11Maintainis ctaz contkot in an atmozpheke

conducive to teaAning.
Ha's knowtedge and bkoad backwiound in
4ubject4 taught.

II
'Reap, ztudentis impaAtiatty:
Pku.entis an. e44eCtive /tote modet.

14 adaptabte in deating with individuabs.
IIand cuttunat di44ekenceis :

:Teachers repeatedly received Itheir lowest ratings on the
following competencies

Pkepaku-appnopkiate tut and evatuation activitiu to meazuke 'ztudent 11

..

Zeakning. ,.

. .

.

Intexpketz own tutz and'evaZuatiOn activitie6 accukateey:
Keeps 6choo1. kecokdz and kepoAt's up-to-date and accuitAtC.

II
Repoiitis tut and evatuation data competently to pakent6.
DoCumenbsztuaent'pkogkezz c66ectivcey.
Pkepakm wkit4n-Ce.s6on peanis with in,stAuctional .o,bjectivez which ake.

IIevident to .ztudentJs and

tPkovidez ennichment cictiv,4ie4 dm ate ztudentis Ao complete aiszigned wAk..

Utitizu.a-vakiety oli quutioning 4tAategie.s. II

C.ompZiez with ate paiciu an.pkocedu,ku-.-

Initial review of the most recent teacher
.

evaluatiOn ratings indicates 'teachers received
their lowest ratings on the same competencies
in 1981-8,2.

The low ratings Consistently received on
these competencies suggest they would .

make excellent topics for staff development..

VI-6
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EValuation Summaries

Evaluation summaries,are prepared from-the ratings teachers receive on the

Teacher Evaluation Torm. The various evaluation summaries show: 1) District

averages,- 2) Elementary and secondary, averages, 3) Campus averages, and,

4) Special population averages.

Last year mote administrators requested evaluation summaries for special
populations (e.g., elementary art teachers, senior high science teachers,

etc.) than ever before. The increase.in requests for evaluation summaries

seems to indicate more administratorS are interested in using the evaluation

data to assess the activitieS of the previous year and/or to plan the
activities for the upcoming year.

ADMINISTRATDR AND TEACHER SURVEY

Administrator and Teacher Surveys were distributed in March. The Administrator

Survey was sent to.50% of the AISD administratorS, and the Teacher-Survey'
was sent.to approximately 50% of the.AISD teachers. When asked to comment on

the statement provided, the,following responses were given:

ADMINISTRATORS

4ta.66 devacipment
tie's have contAibuted to the impove-
'meat o achek compaencu.

39% of the administrator's
agreed with the statement
23% disagreed
39% were neutral or did .

not know

abstiLict*de 4ta66 devaopment activi-
tiez have conttibuted to the £nipnove.-

nuan, o adminiztAaton competencie4.

38% of the administratorS
agreed, with the statement.

29% disagreed
337. were.neutral or did not
knOw

e-

*1/I-7

TEACHERS

Dat4ic,P4ide 44c6 development actLvi-,
tie's hct t?. conttibuted to'the impkove-

ment oe teachen competenciez.

39% of the teachers agreed
. with the statement

- '36% disagreed
25% were neutral or did not
know

The Pno6e4zioricit Peuonnel.Evguation
Sy4tem haz he4ed me to impkove my
lono6e46iona1 jOb pet6oldrance.

32% bf theteathers.agreed
with the statement
33% disagreed
34% were neutral or did not
know
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Conclusion:

There is no clear consensus that districtwide staff deve,lopment
activities have contributed to the improvement of administrator,
or.teacher competencies. Teacher reactions to the professional
develOpment aspects of the Professional Personnel Evaluation
System were Mixed'as well.

Teachers were also asked to respond to the following statement:

1 betieve theke Ls adequate teachet input into pkineipat,evatuation.

33% of the teachers agreed with the statement
40% disagreed
28% were neutral.or did not know

Teacher input was required for all principals up for full evaluation in 1981-82.
Most Of the teachers responding to the survey .probably retutned their coM
pleted surveys before teacher input forMs were,distributed, It iS not clear
what effect this had upon the teaOhers' responses to this item.: A follow
up question on this item would be advisable during 1982-83.-

IT I.-8 8 6,

1

a.

1

I.
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1 (81:71)

Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FI4AL*TECHNICAL REPORT: 1981-82 Professional PerSonnel Evaluation

System

Contact Persons: Patsy Totusek, Freda Holley

. Pagest 465

Summary:

This is the accompanying technical document to'the. Personnel Evaluation
Systems Final Report Summaxy.

The technical. report Contains two sections which show the evaluation
instruments and describe the data analysis procedures.7

The remaining sections summarize the evaluation data for specified populations
involving classroom teachers, special education personnel, librarians,,and
counselors.

a
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Project Title:

INTERIM REPORT

Chronologically Controlled Developmental Education (CCDE)

Pilot Project

Contact Person: Patsy Totusek, Freda Holley

This interim report summarizes the CCDE evaluation activities ,conducted

during the 1981-82 school year, and comments on the implementation'of.the

Projeat arid the interpretation of the pretest data. final evaluation

report will be published at the conclusion of the CCDE Pilot Project in

June of 1984..

ActiOns to be Taken:

1. Written guiaelines should be developed
which specify the steps to be taken by
parents, principals, and special educa-
tion and diagnostic personnel regarding
the process of application and accep-
tante into CCDE.

2. Written guidelines should be developed
for conducting Admission, Review and
Dismissal (ARD) meetings for students
entered in the CCDE Pilot Project.

3. The parent and medical approval forms
for-participation in CCDE should be
revised with input Trbli.Cthe superin-
tendent, the Brown principal, ORE, the
suPervisor of psychological services,
the District's attorney, the associate
sdperintendent for instruction, the
assistant superintendents, and the
administrative supervisors for special
education (all level,- elementary, and

secondary).

4. Students should not be allowed to receive
CCDE instruction until all .approVal forms

have been-signed.
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Status of Evaluation Activities:

i'''11"-
.;

(±
1. A longitudinal evaluatiOn design for the OCDE Pilot Project has tieen

completed and reviewedby AISD personnel and.other professionalsj

2. A meeting was.conducted wie) the parents of the CCDE-students
them-an opportunity to review the evaluation design and ask qustions
about the testing activities,

3. Comparison students have-been identified for eight of the nine elemen-
tary students receiving-CCDE.:instruction. However; parental permisSion_.
for participation in theevaluation actiVities has been reCeived for
only six Of the.comparisOn.stddents. 4=

,.

.
.

..,
.

.

,4. Data collection .activities for the spring pf 1982 involved three types
of teSting, dncluding occupational/physical therapy assessment, diagnos-

.tic testing, and the administration ofthe ITBS. Figure 1 shows the
nunberof. CCDE and comparison studenlswho were:tested, as well as the
numbeeof matched CCDE-comparison student pairs' who were tested.--

,

.

ITBS

Occupationa,1
Physical Th7fapy

Assessment
,

.

.

DiagnOstic
TeSting

<DE.:
Stalbnts Tested

. e (

7

.

5

Comparison
Students: Tested -7 6 -

.

3 -

Matched
Pairs Tested 6'

-I,'

5
-

3

Figure I. NUMBER OF CCDE, COMPARISON, AND MATCHED STUDENTS
(CCDE-COMPARISON) TESTED DURING THE SPRING OF 1982.

These test,scores will be the pretest scores for the CCDE Pilot Project.

5. -A ,Parent Questionnaire was'distribute6 to the CODE and comparison parents.
in late May. A Parent Questionnairewill be administered to the parents
each year Of the Pilot Project to gauge student progress'at home, and to
assess parant reaction to the special eJudatioh instruction provided for
the chile:ren.
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Project Summary:

The CCDi methodology was developed by Ed Snapp, a physna therapist.
The objectives of CCDE are:

to pnovide an innovative total appkoaCh to.:educci.tion
coing matekiab and pu4entation technique4 which-ake
inatched chkonoZogicatty with the phyoiCal abLtLe
o6 the 4tddents,

to-otimeate the zenzoity development Oti chadken to
the extent that theke Lo a meamaable inckea6e.i4 ,,the
ovetalt capacity o each chad to Zeakn.*

Among other things, the CCDE techniques.include the use of flash cards,
large-print materials, crawling activities, control of light conditions,
deep pressure-stimulation (pressure applied on the muscles,and aimed
toward the bones), suspension in inner.tubes, hand-eye coordination
activities, etc.

The CCDE techniques were implemented on a
limited basis at T. A. Brown Elementary
School in August 1978. In the spring. and
summer of 1981 the benefits of the method7-
ology came into question, as conflicting
reports about its success were'received
from a special education and psychological
services review team, from the staff at
Brown, and from the CCDE Parents.

*Edward A. Snapp, Jr. The Snapp Approach to. Education.- An Introduction
to the Snapp Chronological Developmental Educational SyStem.. Austin,
Texas, 1974.
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In the fall of 1981 the superintendent appointed a CCDE committee to study
the concerns of-parents and staff and_to recommend A proposed course of
action. The Board accept-éd..the'committee's recommendation to continue.the
,CCDE instruction on a pilot basis. The,Pilot Project was to be ipplemented
on the elementary level at Brown in 141-82 and then expanded to the second-
ary level in 1982-83. The Pilot Project data are,scheduled to be reviewed
periodically by the assistant superintendents to determine the appropriate
ness of continuation of the Project each year 'through May 1984.

Difficulties Encountered in Implementing the Pilot Project

I. The CCDE Pilot Project did Tint begin at
_Brown School until mid-February. A
critical shortage of classroom space was
one reason for the delay. Due to the
.classroom shortage, only one CCDE class-
rookil was established. As a result, only
ni4 elementary students received CCDE
instruction during 1981-82. Othe teachers
at Brown wbrked under Crowded nditions.to
allow for the CCDE class.

,A'meeting was.held in late April for those
administrators involved in the implementa-
tion of the.CCDE Pilot Project. At that
time it became clear,there was definite
confusion and disagreement as to how some
ARD'isSues-should-be handled fo CCDE Stu-
dents. Sdme questions of cohcer were:

who 4houtd decide how finny uu o6
CUE inztAaction a chi4d owed xeceive?

Ukcien what conditibnz 4houtd af2E be
Itecommended Olt a chitd?

The lack of resolution on these'issues
appeared to have,presented problems for
the Pilot Frojet's implementatiop.

VII-4
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Diffictlties Endeuntated in EValuatin
the Pilot ProjeCt

1. Identifying'the comparison.students
was_ attime-consuming,and difficult
task that was not completed until
Match 25. Data collectron-couldLnot
begin until after the compari-Son
atudents had been identified, in
,that the coMpardson and CCDE students
needed to be tested at approximately
the same.time,

2. ORE .did not have input in the development of.the approval forM for
,participation in the CCDE Pilot. Project. ORE understood the CCDE
recommendation accepted by the Board in November stipulated that
the CCDE parents would sign statements agreeing to all theTilot
Project evaluation-procedures and activities. However,-1:n April
it became clear that the special education and diagnostic'personnql
were not satisfied with the statements signed by the CCDE parents,
and were not willing to testthe.CCDE students until written parental
approval was obtained for each e'v-aluation'activity. As-a result, an
inordinate amount of time was spent acqUiring parent permissi, n
the,data collection activities and arrangint:for the phy8icat ams
which were a prerequisite for the therapy'assessments.

3. The parents pf three CCDE students\.
-did not.return all the approval
forms neceSsary for the evaluation.
activities- Tw6 compariSon students
were eliminated from the study after'
one received a new special_education
'classification and the parent of the
second announCed plans to move from.
the District._ Altetnate,coMparison
students .had to beaought. The par-
ents of the alternates indicated
they would garticipate in the study
but did-not return their approval
forms.

VII -5 193
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Difficulties Encountered. in Interpreting
the Pretest Data

1. Only two of the CCDE students began
receiving CCDE instruction for the
first time at the "beginning-of-the

--P:Ttfi-2xoject7,rAt_the beginning of
the Project many-6f the''W-Eatent-s-----

had already received CCDE instruc-
tion for over a year, and twostu-
dents had begun receiVing CCDE
instrUction toward the end of 1978.
For'the,most.part, the pretest
scores are tot a reflection of
student behavior prior to CCDE
instruction.

2. As in the case;of all special education students, behavior in a tes-t-
: ing situation may be different than behavior in the normal classroom_

setting.

Some of the parents provide instructionand/or motor aCtivities Tor
their:children at home-and some do.not. It may not be possible to
separate the effects of schoOl and hoMe actiyities.

4. The matches were made on the basis of such characteristics as psycho-
logical functioning, sex, ethnicity, birthdate, achievement, etc. Stu-
dents who matched on theSe characteristics were not always good matches
in the other areas tested involving gross and fine motor skills.

As the different types of data were .collected,on 'the CCDE and comparison
students, it became increasingly clear that professionals.from a number
of fields will be needed to help syntheSize and interpret the evaluation
findings if a total picture of each child is to be obtained.

The pretest data indicate the ability level of the students receiving
,CCDE instruction ranges from above average to mentally, retarded. This
,wide range in ability levels suggests the use of group'averages would
not be the best method of gauging progress. A case study of each CCDE
and comparison student will need to be performed. .

19,4

VII-6



81.30
(81.43)
Evaluation Design. _A.41STRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: 1982-84 CCDE Pilot Project

'Contact Persons: Patsy Totusek, Freda Holley

Pages: 18

-Summar :

Theevalues4 for CCDE is a three,-year plan pf evaluation work for
I

this project. It provi e rief project And evaluation summary, the

, major decision and evaluation-ques 'es tobe addressed, other information

needs, disseMinatiOn plans, and informatio rces to be used.

In 1981-82, AISD established an experimental Pilot Project using-th CCDE

'methodology with certain identified sPecial education students: The

Pilot Project began,ar the elementary level.in the Winter of 19821 The

District is scheduled-to add the secondary.levels.in 1982-83, and'the

_Pilot Project will continu6 through May of 1984.: The Pilot ProjeCt will

serve a maximum Of 20,elementary students, 10 junior high.studentsi and

10 senior high students. The Pilot Project data will be reviewed periodiCally--

by the assistant superintendent§ to-determine the appropriateness of

continuation each year:through May 1984. ,

IS
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Accreditation Process 1981-82

COntact Persons: Nancy Baenen, Freda Holley

Major Positive Findings:

1, Nearly all (96%) of the activities planned for 1981-82'have been com-

pleted or will be this summer. This'cOmpares favorably with 1580-81

when 747 of planned activities-were fully completed.

2. The objective.of improved minority achievement was met at both the

'elementary and secondary levels. Gains'for Black and Mexican American

students were particularly impressive at grades 1-8. '

3. Accreditation objectives were also accomplished in language arts'at

grades 1 through 8, social studies, coordination, and personnel evalua-

tion.

-Major Findings Requiring Action

1. The accredita:tion Objective in language .arts was not met at the high

school level except at grade 9,

2. The objective of the development of-a bond-package in 1981-82 was not

-accomplished. However, ,a great deal of needs assesshent information

which will be used in developing a.bond package was collecte& through.'

the ForMing the Future:project.,
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WHAT IS THE ACCREMT TION PROCESS?

SchOol districts in Tex s mustbe accredited by .the.State'in: order to be-. .

eligible for State fund . 'One of the requirements for accreditation is to
deyelop a five-year pla for improveMent, implement that plan; and,evaluate,./.
its effeCtivendss The plan inchides goals and objectiVes which the diS-
trict hopes fo achieve and activities designed to help meet them. Each
district must report progress made towards accomplishing objectives and
completing activities each'year to the, Texas Education Agency (TEA).

During 1979-80, a five-year plan for State accreditation for ihe Adstin
Independent School District (AISD) was developed with input lrom groups
and individuals across the District. The first year of-implementation Of
the plan Was 1980-81; 1981-82 is the second.year of implementation. Some II

..
Changes were made in the'plan for 1981-82 to reflect new directions in, .

some areas; these are detailed.in the Accreditation Plan: Revised for
1981-82. During 1981-82, Austin'ISD focused on the following student'need
and, program discrepancy'areas': .

.Student Needs:

1. Student achievement in the basic skills area of language arts
(including capitalization,'punctuation, spelling, and English
expression)) at all grade J_evels.

2. Student achievement in the basic skills area of social stud-
ies at the elementary-level.

3. Minority student achievement in all basic skills areas at .

all grade levels.

4. Discipline at the junior and.senior high school levels.

Program Discrepancies:

1. Special education and "regular"
education need to be closely
coordinated so that 'children
desinated for special help are
in fact 'considered in the plan-
ning and execution oflcdans for
all teachers.

The District needs to provide
greater -coordination, amongall
of its instructional servides
with the so-called "regular"
,programs.of instrucfion, par--
ticularly in the areas Of
bilingual education and special
educPtion.

I.
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2. The District will develop a.new ddministrator evaluation ,
system and revise the Professional Personnel EvalUation ,
system in .accordance with Senate Bill 341.

3. The District will develop a bond issue.

HOW WAS THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS' EVALUM'ED?

The evaluation of the second
. Plan involved:

year of implementation of the Accreditation

1, Checking on the District's accomplishment of the second-year
outcome objectives, and

2. Reporting on the completion of activities planned for 1981-82,
,based on documentation from key personnel in each area.

ORE staff collected and analyzed outcome data 'which addressed the specific

objectives in the plan 'ORE was not responsible for monitoring the imPle-,

mentation of the plan, but did request progress reports twice during the
year from those with major responsibility for key'components.

'Informatinn Sourcesused to Measure the achievement of AISD's firstLyear
objectiVes are briefly described below.

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) is given to all AISD

students in grades one through,eight: Median percentile:
scotesjnall major testing areas and for all language,
arts tests were examined to measure the achievement of
objectives, in language arts and minority student Achieve-

ment.

The Sequential Tests pf Educational TrogresS (STEP)'is a
standardized test given to all AISD students in grades 9-12.
Median percentile scores in MechaniCs-of Writing were used
to measure accomplishment of the language arts objective.
Median percentile scores in all major areas tested-were
reviewed to check accomplishment of the minority.achieve-
men t objective.

;

The "Questions'for Teachers"
,survey.included a number of
,.questionsrelevant'to the
cdordination, information
dissemination,.perSonnel
evaltiatibn, and low SES
objectives, Approximately.
200 teachers responded to
each question. .
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Ihe NuestiOns for Administrators7 SUrvey was sent to a 50%
sample of AISD administrators. It included some ci'f the ques-
tions on the. teacher Survey plus some additional questions
related to accreditition. Questionnaires were:returned-by
131 administrators (85% of the original sample).

V

V

Districtwide discipline data will be supplied by the Office
of Student Development to measureithe achievement of the
discipline objective.

information from the elementary social studies committee, Office
. of Staff'Personnel, and Forming the Future Project were also
used'in meaSuring accOmPlishment of objectives in these areas:

This is a preliminary status report.- More exteneive information on the
accomplishment, of some objectives will be available before the report. to
TEA is completed in August..

WERE THE ACCREDITATION ACTIVITIES THAT WERE PLANNED FOR 1981-82
COMPLETED?

Nearly-all of the acti'vities planned for 1981-8.-will be completed on schddule.
Most activitie-S listed as complete in the figure below are finished now; a few
are scheduled &:)r the summer months aha will be completed before, the 1982-$3
school year begins.

.
.

COMPLETE PARTIALLY'
COMPLETE .

NO LPNGER
APPLICABLE

I

TOTAL

PRIORITY AREA No. % No. % No. % No. °

Language Arts 22 96% 1 4% - - 23 100%

Social Studies
V

6 86% - - 1 14%. 7 100%

Minority Achievement 7 100% - . - - - 7 100%

Discipline 3 100% - - - 3 100%

PROGRAM DISCREPANCY No.. % No. % .

_

No. %. No. %

Coordination 10 91% 1 9% - 11 1007

Personnel Evaluation .5 100% - 5 100%

Bond Issue 4 100% - - 100%

TOTAL 57 V 95% 3% 1 27. 60 100%

.Figure 1. STATUS ON 1981-82 ACCREDITATION.ACTIVITIE.



As Figurel illustrates, 57 of the 60.planned activities (95%) were com-
pleted for 1981-82., This high completion rate represents an 'improvement
over last yeat when 74% of the planned activities were fully completedt,

Two activities (3%) were partially completed in the language arts and

tflcootdination aieas.
,

,
,

In the language arts area, the focus of the parent volunteer

;
6 activity in the secondary writing 41 s changed. Due to prob-

lemi in the past related to ineffec1ve use of parent volunteers,
the yriting lab specialist decided to develop a plan for parent
involvement during 1981-82 which will be implemented in 1982-83.
Thus, there was no parent involvement this yearbut a-plan was
'developed to see that it would occur.next year in a more helpful

way. .

In the coordinationarea, not all special education teachers
were able to receive copies of the teacher editions .of the
basals due to an insufficient supply. Basals were-sent to
each campus in September in what was hoped to be an equita-
__
ble way. It was discovered in February that not all special
education teachers had received basals. A survey of needs
was sent out in February.' One third of the teachers who
responded indicated they had not teceived the teacher editions.
Although most of these were in integrated and self-contained
classrOoms (and didnot need the guides) some could have used
and therefore should have received the teacher editions. An

attempt will be ade to rectify this situation next year.

One activity was not carried out at all due to changed TEA regulations that
made the activity unnecessary. Current units for social studies' were to be
analyzed in relation to, guidelines from TEA On "Basic Living Skills" con.-

tent. TEA drcpped the requirement to teach Basic Living Skills so this
activity was no longer aPpropriate.

WERE THE ACCREDITATION OBJECTIVES FOR 1981-82,ACCOMPLISHED?

Some of the objectives for-1981-82 were met, but,others were not. Figure 2

summariles AISD's status on the 1981-82,objectives. Objectives were met in
langua6e arts for grades- 1-8,..soci4 studies, minority student achievement,

.coordination,'and personnel.evaluation. Great progress was made towards a
bond package but it was not finalized this year. Discipline data is not

yet available. The language arts objective was not met at the high school

level.

Language Arts

Overall, the language arts objective was met at gtades 1 through S. Sub-
test scores increased in 14 of.22 cases (64%) andLanguage Total scores
increased at 4 of 7 grade leVels (57%). However; performance was not con-
sistent across grades and subtests. As Figure 3 illustrates, students'
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scores improyed at the most grade levels in usage and capitalization
(4 of 5).and the least in spelling (3 of

Overall Language Total scores improved at grades 3, 5, 7, and 8 but not
at 2, 4,.or 6. Seventh and eighth graders showed,the most consistent
language arts improvement with increases on every test. Fourth graders,
on the other hand, showed declining scores in every area but usage,:for
.which they stayed' the same..

;

AISD students at every grade level but 2 and 5 are progressing at a rate
which, if"continued, will result in an increase of five percentile points
over 1979-80 scores by the end of the five-yearPlan cycle in 1984-85.

Language arts perfOrmance at 'the high school level is not imptc-!alg as
much as at grades 1-8 (see Figure 4). The performance of ninth ,4raders in
mechanics qf writing on the STEP increased between 1980 and 1982, but scores
et grades 10 through 12 'decreased slightly. Mechanics of writing and the
English expression tests are given in alternate years which is the reason.'

- 1980 scores were comparedOto 1982'scores. The five-Year objective in this
area will nbt be met uniess,this trend .can be reversed.

Social Studies-

The primary,objective in thiS area for 1981-82.was to adopt social studies
texts for gradeS 4, 5, and 6,and integrate them into the AISD program. This
was completed. The long-range goal in this area is to improve social studies
achievement in AISD.

Minority Student AChieveMent

Minority student gains were.found_in.every subject area between 1980-81.and'
1981-82. The objective in this area waS met.

Gains were particularly impressive at grades01 through 8, where minority
students' ScoreS improved in 58 of 64 possible cases.(91%), stayed the same
in 5 cases (8%), and decreased in only one case (2%) in the major areas
tested, on the ITBS. Changes.in Reading Total, Language Total, Math Total,'
Word Analysis (Grades 1 and 2), and-Work-Study Total (Grades 3 through 8)
percentile scotes are shown in Figure 5. The only decline in percentile
.scotes.was one point.for Language Total scores for Black students.

At the high'school level, minority students' scores increased in 22 of 40
possible cases (55%), stayed the same in 4.cases (10%)., and decreaSed in 14
cases (35%).. -Black students' scores Increased or stayedthe same in 15 of
20.cases (75%), while-Mexitan American students': scores increased or stayed
the same only 55% of the time. .Declines were greatest at the twelfth-grade

,

level for both grOups.. Foigure 6 Shows the STEP median percentile-scores for
each test by.ethnicity.
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Appruximately 43% of the administrators surveyed and 34% of the teachera_
surveyed this spring agteed that.the DistriCt's emphasis on the improved
academic performance of low SES and-minority students haa been effective
in improving the perfortance levelsof theSe students. Only 197. of the
administrators and 23% of theteachers stated that it had not been effec-
tive,,with the rest responding that they were neutral or did not know
whether.the emphasis had helped. .,Thus, most:of those expressing an
opinion did feel that the emphasis on low SES and minority student per-
formance had helped,

Discipline

Short-term suspension,.long-term suspension, and corporal punishment rates
for 1981-82 at the secondary level.will be available in July.. These jadll
obe.examined to see whether the percentage of 7th and 9th graders involved
in these types of disciplinary actions.is at or below 13%.

Coordination

The percentage of
administrators who
agreed that coordi-

80
nation among the
special education, 70

bilingual education,
and regular educa-
tion programs is
adequate increased
from 9% to 20%
between 1981 and
1982.. Although
administrators
overall Still do 0

not feel coordina-
tion is adequate,
this does represent
a promising change
in.Pttitude.

106

90 1981 ADMINISTRATORS
gai 1982 ADMINISTRATORS

ro 60_

30

w 40

53

4

DK=9
30 N=19

:20
,

10

27

STRONGLY AGREE ar'i KNOW DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE _ DISAGREENEUTRAL*

ADMINISTRATOR OPINIONS:ON INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATION:
1981-82. Shows agreement and disagreement with state-
ment: "There is adequate coordination among special
education, bilingual education, and regulat education."
*Response options in 1981 included only'a "Dpn',t know"
option while those for 1982 included both "Don't know"
and "Neutral" options Caution should therefore be
used in comparing data from the two years.

The percentage of teachers who agreedlthat coordination among the special
education, bilingual education, and,regular education programs is adequate
has remained the same (30%) for the last three years. Tht_percent who
strongly agree has increased from 2% to 5% between 1980 ane-1982, with
corresponding slight declines in the percent who simply agree coordination .

is adequate.
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The organization of AISD's administration was changed at the beginning of
1981-82. Administrator opinions' suggest that the change has improved
.coordinatiOn at least to some extent. Changes probably affected P7lass- .

room teachers but in a more indirect way'. Of the coordination a(!,tivities
listed for 1981-82, Seven focused on administrative-level changes and five
on teacher-level changes.. This may also help toexplain differences in
response patterns.

Personnel Evaluation

A'new administrator evaluation system was developed during 1981-82 and
approved as a pilot. The systm was used for this year's evaluations
and will he revised next year in light of feedback on how the System worked.
All administrators and teachers Were evaluated this year in accordance with
Senate Bill:341.

Based on.the administrator survey, 77% believed the new Administrator Evalua-,
tion System was adequate or.better. ,Administratora were surveyed in March;
when they, had seen but probably not.used the system. -Next year's opinions
will be based on fuller knowledge Of the system and how it works.

Over, the last two years, 77-78% of the teachers have rated the_Professional
Personnel Evaluation System azi3quate or better.

Bond Issue

In 1981-82, a massive effort called "Forming the Future" was undertaken in
the Austin Independent School District (AISD). Central and school-level
committees including administrators, teachers, and community members met
throughout the year to develop long-range plans for improving AISD's facili-
ties and programs. Among other things, information from Forming the Future
will be used in the devdlopment of a needs.assessment for facilities improve-
ment thissummer. Priorities emerging from an evaluation of this needs
assessment will be a great help in deciding what to include in a bond
package.

'Thus, the bond package was not completed this year, but a systematic assess-
ment of needs was initiated.

20 4
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OUTO14y. OBJECTIVE: 19111782 , DATA USED ACCOMPLISHMENT

PRIORITY STUDENT NEEDS
_

LANrUACE ARTS:-

AISD students in grades 1-8 will show improve-
ments of at' least one percentile point over
the previous year.

_

Median percentti.e scores for matched students
tested in 1980-8I and 1981-82 on the language
arts section'of thR Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) were compared. Capitalization, punctua-
tion, speiling, usage, and Language Total scores
were examineeby grade.

,

.

Overall, the, language arts object6rdwas met at
grades 1-8. Subtest scores increased in 14 of
22 cases (64%) and Language Total scores increased
at 4 of 7 grade levels (57Z). .However, scores did
not improve in every grade in every area. Scores
improved mdst often in usage and capitalization
.and least often in spelling. Scores.for seventh
and eighth graders improved In every skill -area
while those for fourth grades declined in every
area except usage. .

---4-
A1SD students in grades 9-12 will show
improvement of at least two percentile
puints over the previous year.

..L..

Median percentile scores on the Sequential Tests
of Educational Progress (STEP) Mechanics of
"writing test were compared for 1979-80 and,
1981-82 by grade.

The Lai:page arts objective was not met at the.bigh
school level overall. Scores in Mechanics of Wr1t7
ing Amcreased for ninth graders but decreased for
tenth, eleventh, and twelfth graders beeween 1980
and 1982.

SOCIAL STUDIES: The District will adopt new
social studies texts for grades four, five,
and FiX. The AISD curriculum will be ad-
justed to fit the new TEA guidelines in the
area.

Social Stddies Committee reports. New texts'for social studies were selected for
grades foni, five, and six. Necessary adjust-
exults have been made-in this area.

.

MINORIlY ACHIEVEMENT: Achievement test
scores of minority students in 19,81-82
will be equal ta or higher than those of
l980-81 for students in the same grade.

,

,

.

Median percentile scores for Bieck and Hispanic
students this year in each subject area were
caldulated for 1980-81 and 1981-82. Scores rot-

students.in each grade each year were compared.
1TBS scores wete used for grades 1-8. STEP
scores were used for grades 9-12.

Minority student achievement improved between
1980-81 and 1981782the objectivewas met.
Findings were particularly- positive icir grades
1-8, where Black and Hispanic students' scores
in the major areas tested on the ITBS intreased -

in 58 of 64 possible cases (91%), stayed the same
in five cases (8%), and decreased in only one
case (2%). At the high school'level, minority
students' scores on the STEP increased in 22 of
40 possible cases (55%), tayed the 'same lit 4
cases (10%), and decreased in 14 cases (35%4.

1

DISCIPLINE: Eighty-seven percent of ATSD
Junior-and scniprAtigh school students will
not be involved in any disciplinary actions
throughout the school year.:

District:wide discipline and enrollment data. Discipline data will not be ready until July.

.

PROGRAM DISCREPANCIES

COORDINATiON: AISD staff will report that
the District has made imnrovements in the
coordination of regular, bilingual, and
special education programs.

Survey responses to teacher and administrator
surveys.

The percentage of administrators who said that
coordination was adequate increased from 9% to'
207. ,between 1981 to 1982. The percentage of
teachers who contended foordination was adequate
remained the same (30%) from 1981 to 1982:

PERSONNEL: The District will develop a
new administrator evaluation system and
revise the Profeasional Personnel Evalua-
tiori System in accordance with Senate
Bill 341. .

Documentation and evidence from the Department
of- Staff Personnel.

A new adminiatrator evaluation system WAS developed
and implemented on a pilot hasis during 1981-82.
All professionals are now eVsluated each year in
accordance with Senate Bill 341.

BOND ISSOE: The District will develop a
,hond issue.

'

EVidence frem Forming the Future staff and doru-
'stmts.

A qeeds assessment for'facillty improvements was
completed this year as part of the "Forming the'
Future" project, This information'will be used in

..
pianning a bond'package.

.

205.
206
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SPELLING CAP ITAIAZATION PUNCTUATION

1982 198-0

USAGE

1981 1982

LANGUAGE TOTAL 1

1980 1981* 1982GRADES 1980 1981 1982 L980 1981 198'2 1980 1981

1-2 68 65 . . - 68 65

1.-2-3 63 67 69 68 81 64 63 767 72

2-3-4 62 68 - 62 62 57 78 73 61. 61 62 68 65

1-4-5 64 63 62 .6 I 57 6.1 76 72 74 61 61 63 67 64 67

4-5-6 63 63 61 . 54 60 62 . 67 74 71 61 64 65 . 62 68 67'

576-7 59 58 60 47 58 63 64 66 68 59 59 63 59 61 64

6+8 54 57 58 48 58 65 60 66 67 56 60 63 55 61 . 64.

Figure 3. ITBS MEDIAN 'PERCENTILE SCORES IN LANGUAGE ARTS
FOR GRADES 1-8. Austin ISD interpolated medians
can be compared to the national median of 50 for
each test.

MECHANICS OF WRITING

GRADES 1979-80 -CHANGE 1981-82

9 31 +1 32
10 34 -1 33
11 39 -1 38
12 40 -4 36

vFigure 4. HIGH,SCHOOt MEDIAN. PERCENTiLE,,LANGUAGE
ARTS SCORES ON THE-STEP.. Sequential #
Tests of Edutational Progres (STEP.

. median percentile scbies for 1980
and-1982. in Mechanics of Writing.
Also shows 'changes in scores for
grades .12 :from 1980 'to 1982.

. Norms
used are from 1970.
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MATH TOTAL
WORD ANALYSIS

:(Grades 1 and 2)

GRADE ETHNICITY 80-81 CHANGE- $1-82 80-81 CHANGE 81-82

Black 33 +3 36 43 +1 44
Hispanic. 40 0 40 45 +5 50
Other .- 68 0 68 76 O. 76
Total 53 , 0 53 61 -1 60

Black 31 +4 35 40 +4 44
2 Hispanic 40 +1 41 44 +1 45

Other 65 +1 66 76 +1 77
Total 50 +3 53 60 +4 64

WORK STUDY TOTAL (Grades 3-8)

Black 33 +5 38 36 +6 . 42
3 Hispanic 36. +13 49 40, +15 55

Other 67 +5 72 70 +4 74
Total 52 +7 59 55 +7 62

Black 31 +3 34 31 +7 38
Hispanic 36 +1 37 39 +2, 41
Other 67 -1 66 73 .-2 7.1

'Total 52 -1 51 57 -1 56-

Black 30 +4 34 33 +6 39
Hispanic 38 , .+3 41 43 +4 47
Other 72 -1 71 77 ' .-1 76
Total 55 0 55 62 0 62

Black, 28 +3 31 28 +.5 33
Hispanic . 37 +3 40 40 +3 43
Other 71 +1 72 71 +21 73
Total 57 44 58 57 +4 61

Black 30 0 30 28 +1 29
Hispanic 36 +2 38 33 0 33
Other 70 0 70 68- +.2 70

,Total 54 +1 55 52 +1 53

-Black 23 7/-6 29 25 +4 29
. 8 Hispanitc 31 +5 36 29 +8 37

Other 70 0 70 69 +3 72
Total 51 +3 54 49 +7 56

. Figure 5. ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE SCORES BY ETHNICITY: 1980-81
and 1981-82. (Page 1 of 2)
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READING TOTAL --L-ANG-VADE_DITAIL

GRADE ETHNICITY 80-81 CHANGE 81-82 80-81 CHANGE 81-82
,

Black. 42 +2 44 48 -1. 47 .

Hispanic 45 +2 47 46 , +2 48
Other 80 o 80 75 +1- 76'

. 'Total
i

63 -1 62 60 .+2 .. 62

Black .36 +7 43 50 +6, 56
Hispanic 40 +2 42 ..47 +2 '49
Other 80.

0. 80 73 -1 72'
'Total 60 +21- 62 61 +1 62

Black ., 34 +7 37 49.. +4 53
Hispanic 35 +12 47 50 +13 .63
Other 71 +2 73 78 +2. 80

, Total .53 +5 58 65 +7 72

Black . 25 +7 32 44 +4 48
. Hispanic .31- o . 31 47 +2 49

Other 72. -4 68 74 .0 74
Total 53 . -.2 51 62 o 62

. .

Black 25 +4 '29- '1'40 +7-
. 47-

5 hispanic 35 o 35 46 +5, '51
Other- 76 -2 74 78 -1 77'.
Total 59 -2 57 64 +1'. 65

Black 27 +1 28 40 +1 Al
6 'Hispanic 32 +4, 36 42 +5 47

Other, 74 o 74 74 +1 75
Total 57 +2 59 60 . +3 63

Black .25 +3 28 35- 1 +5 40
Hispanic 29 +4 33 38 +5 43._
Other, 71 o 7] 71 +3 74
Total

,

Black .

52

21

+2 ,

, +5

54

26

57

29

+5

+9

62

38-
8 Hiepanic 26 +4 30 34. +9'. 43,

-Other 69 +2 7f 71 +3 74
Total . .51 +3 ..54 57 +5 62

Figure 5. ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE SCORES. BY ETHNICITY: 1980781
and 1981=82 (Continued, Page.2 of 2)

'?uj.
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OTHER 54 53 55 52 54 48 48 49 51,- 58 59 58 57 61 6.3 64 64 65 69 53 53 50 50 - 44 48. 46 - 46 59 57 57 - 57

TOTAL 41 44 47 42 40 34- 39 40 40 - 46 50 50 47 46 , 52 55 55 53 53 40 4 3 44 41 - 35 39 40 - 36 45 49 51 - 44



Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

. Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: Accreditation Process 1981-82

Contact Persons: Nancy Baenen, _Freda Holley

No. Pages: 14

Summary:

The evaluation design is a one-year plan of evaluation woFk for this project;
It provides a brief project and evaluation_summary, the major decision'and
evaluation questions to be addressed, other information needs, disseminaeion
Plans, :and information sources to be used.

The accreditation process.is a.five-year cycle plan'for improvement which-
each schobl diatrict in Texas desiring state accreditation must complete.
Austin ISD is currently in its second year of implementation of its five-
year plan. The evaluation of the accreditation proces-s will focus on two'
types of activitie6:.

checking on the District's accomplishment of.its second-year.
objectives (based on o.utcome.data frot achievement tests,
discipline records,' survey data, and personnel evaluation
records), and

reporting on progress Made towards impIementatiOn of
activities in the,plan based.on documentation supplied
by District personnel.

The-Office of Research and Evaluation will report to TEA on the results of
this evaluation during the summer of 1982.
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Melinda Corley
Anderson High School'
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Retention and Proomotion Study.

Contact Persons: Nancy Baenen, Freda_,Hojley
, _

Major'Positive Findings:

1. Retainees gain-an averageof ,8 of a grade equivalent year-on the ITBS

in reading'after one ye&r of instruction. This is about ayerage for

low-achieving stndents..

2. Some student's do show impressive gains on the ITBS.after being 'retained

(up to 3.2 grade equivalent'years in reading and,Z.7 years in math).
Interviews with a few of the teadhers bf these.students snggest.that

'gains are more likely when:

the source of the retaineesl learning problems can

be 'identified,
a systematic plan is developed to deal with problem

areas, and
teachers maintain a positive, interested attitude and
are willing to do whatever is necessary to help retainees.

3. Retainees' performance at the end of the grade repeated is closer to :

that of their younger cldssmates thanLthat of students with similar

characteristics who were promoted.

4. Low...achievement. does ieem-to-b.the basis upon which students are

.retained. Most (79-84%) of those retained at the end of 1979-80,.
1980-81, and 1981-82 scored at or below the 20th percentile on the
reading And math aections.of the Iowa Tests Of Basic Skills (ITBS).

Teachers and administrators report that insufficient academic pro-

-gress was a primary reason for retention in almost all (94-99%) of

the cases.

L5. Reported achievement critetia use& in retaining students at the end

of the 1980-81 schoOl .year matched fairly closely those listed in
the new.retention policy which went into effect- in 1981-82. The

primary difference was that'principals and teachers seemed to
'emphasize perforkance in daily work more than in basal texts,,while
the policy emphasizes the basal performance.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

Retainees gained less in math (.6 to .7 grade equivalent years on the
average) than in reading (.8 grade equivalent years) after being

retained. Only one third of the retainees met or exceeded the national
average for math.gains for low achievers. ,

IX-1
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2. Some students gained very little or
showed losses in grade equivalent
scores after being retained.

I

1
3. Retainees generally gained less in :

'Math and reading on the ITBS than a
ilgroup of students with similar' char-

acteristicS. who were not retained. .

Changes in ITBS scores from the springl
when students IIwere recommended'for
retention to the sprfhg at the end.of
the grade repeated indicate greater.
gains for those not retained at every

'''

'. IId grade level except three and six.
Sample sizes at grade six are tbo-
small to beconsidered.an accur46

IIreflection of.trends.

4 Students still performed below the average AISD level for their grade
.after being retained at every grade level exdept first. .

. 5. Retention,rates vary considerably (:3% to.15%).across' schools. Although
this may be partialbi due to differences in.achievement, this does not
appear,to be theonly factor. Differences may indicateuneven imple-
mentation of the policy, differences in school philosophy, or inadequate
detail in standards in the policy.

6 Mexican.American and Black students are retained more often than Ang16,
American Indian, or Asian students. Although this appears to be tied
to the achievement patterns df these students arid not other factors,
it. points mit the need fOr Continued efforts in improving the achieve-
ment of Mexican American and Black students.

7
t-

BoNs are retained twilCe as,often as girls at the elementary level.

WHAT IS AISD'S RETENTION POLICY AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL?

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) adopted a new retention and
promotion policy for elementarY students during April 1981 which went,into
effect during the 1981-82' chool year. The new policy is. more'specific about.
retention than the old poli y in several' ways.

eIt designates which stu nts to consider for-retention more clearly. IIThe new policy specifies at students should be at least one year
behind in their reading bas le at.grades one through six and/or one
year behind in mastering mat competencies at grades four through
six to be considered, for retention. Other factors. such as age,
language, physical development, social maturity, and rate of absence
should then be taken into account as well.

21,4
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The new policy details the steps to 13-.: taken in notifying and work-

ing with the'parents of potential retainees. The old .policy did

not address this.

The new.policy specifies information that the retaining teacher

should-pass on to the receiving teacher. It alao indicates that

the receiving teacher must ,give-speCial,attention to the retainee
to assure continual progress. The teacher is to study informa-

.tion in the student's-folder, explore Alternate Methods of instruc-

tion, and make sure the student does not simply repeat the same
material.

* Both policies ,indicate that school personnel have the final

responsibility for retention deciaions. The new policy mandates
that teachers recommend students for retention.in writing and that
the principal make the final decision. Although riot specifically

stated in the policy, the central administration will now generally
not overrule the principal's decision'(Which was not always true in

the past).

Although the new policy was not,offitially in effect until the 1981-82,

school year, there is evidence (from surveys of administrators and teachers

and changes in Tetention.rates) that the new policy played a part in reten-

tion recommendations made during the 1980-81 school year.

,er.:

' M, t :,Nh

:.
...f i,,4.

. - .. e '4/
/...., 4,...
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WHY ARE STUDENTS RETAINED?

All AISD elementary principals and a
sample of teachers were asked what
criteria they used in making the
decision to retain students at the
end of the 1980-81 school year (when
the new policy was published but not
officially in effect). _Teachers and
principals mentioned the following
factors most often in describing why
students were retained:

Factors Mos:t

Often Mentioned

% Mentioning ,

Principals Teachers.

Insufficient academic
progress 94Z 99%

Social immaturity 50% 42%

Counter-productive
behavior 20% 20%

Excessive abseriteeism 16% 21%

IX-3.
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jarza
Andereon dgh Schoo:

Principals and teachers felt some
achievemenL, Oriterla were more
important than others in making
retention decisions. MoSt considered
more thanone.criterion.

Achievement Criteria
for'Retention

Most Often Mentioned

Mentioning

Prirwipals Teachers

Unsatisfactory progress
on daily work and
teacher-made.testa

Lack of certain criti-
calakilis necessary for-
successful-performance
in the next grade

Lack of completion-of
appropriate series books

Low scores on standard-
ized achievement tests

83% 88%

77% 78%

52 67%

'52% 65%

Reading and mathematics were moni7
tored most closely, followed by
language arts. Albost half of the,
princ4als and teachers Mentioned
that poor performance-in both read-
ing and math led to retention.

Principai and teachers both'felt
that conferences"with parents and
,the attitude of-school personnel
toward retention were verY important
factors influencing parental atti-
tudes toward retention.

When asked who would be most iiply to benefit from retention; the limited
number of teachers interViewed mOst often mentioned those who appeared to.
have the capability to learn'but were not performing well for some reason.
They alSo mentionGzi many of the same critexia revealed in the survey, as
well.as students wholacked motivation_td learn, who did not face respon-
sibility well, and those in the early gradea.

IX-4
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The srrvey and case study results

sngge,t that low, achievement is a

major criterion usid in making

retention decisions. Social imma-

turity-,. behavior, and absenteeism

are also important, but to a les-

ger extent.

-

These results coincide Well with the new policy, which emphasizes achieve-
ment first and then other factors. The type.of achievement emphasized does
seem to vary between policy and -pra,tice, however, at least in 1980-81.
T(tachers and- principals seemed to focus on daily work more than the comple-

tion of basals emphasized'in the pOlicy. This difference may be of minor
importance, however, since the two seem closely related.

WHAT EFFECT HAS THE NEW DISTRICT POLICY HAD ON RETENTION RATES?

'Overall Retention Rates

The rates of retention for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 were reviewed to
see What effect-the new policy has had on retention rates. The number-and-
percentage of students enrolled who were recommended for retention at the
end of these school years were:

END OF
SCHOOL YEAR

RECOMMENDED
RETAINEES

ENROLLMENT
(ADM)

RETENTION
RATE

. i

1979-80 . 652 30,393 2.15%

1980-81 l',224 29,358 4.17%

c,

1981-82 1,443 29,425 4.92%

Figure l. RETENTION RATES: 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82.
Based on lists of recOmmended retainees sub-
mitted by schools at the,end of each school
year and Average Daily Membership; (ADM)
figures for the entire year. The 1981-82
figures are preliminary.
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Rates of Retention by Grade

Retention rates also vary by grade
level. First graders are retained
most often with declining rates at
each higher grade,level through s:x.
Figure 2 shows the retention'rates
by grade level for 1979-80, 1980-81,
and 1981-82. As the graph illustrates,
retention rates nearly.doubled at every
grade level except kindergarten from
1979-80 to 1980-81. Rates increasea
slightly at every level except kinder-
garten between 1980-81 'and 1981-82.
The largest increases were at grades
four (up 1:5%) and five (up 1.10%) 47.
during 1981-82. In 1981-82, the numbet

°and percent-of students in each grade
retained were:

GRADE I RETAINED
PERCENT OF
ENROLLMENT

1

2

3

4

6

57

567

243
186

179

146

65

1.2
12.3

5.9

4.6
4.2
3.3
1.5

,NUMBER OF

STUDENTS

RECOMMENDED

FOR

RETENTION,

Figure 2. RETENTION RATES BY GRADE. Counts for 1981-82
are preliminary as of June 19, 1982.

1

I.

1
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-Rates of Retention by School

Rates of.retention vary by school. In 1979-80, the nuMber recommended
for retention varied from 0 at. 11-schools to 41 at 2 schools. The per.-

cent retained varied rom 0 to 9%. At the end of 1981-82, with-the new
policy officially in effect, there were no-schools without at least one
recommended retainee. The range of students recomtended for retention
varied from 1 at 2 schools to 100 at 1 schbols The percent rec6mmended
varied from .3% to 15%.

The new policY did seem to encourage all schools to consider at least a
few students for retention but did mot make the rate of retention much
more uniform across the District. Most school retention rates increased
between 1979-80 and 1980-81 and began to stabilize in 1981-82. Changes
in the percentage retained varied by over 5% between 1980-81 and 1981-82
only five schools; four went up and one went down more than 5%. Over-
all, rates went up in about 58% of the schools, stayed the same in one 1

(2%), and went down in the rest (40%). Some schools still tend to retain
more students than others.

Retention Rates by Ethnicity, Income Level, and Sex

In 1981-82, 1,443 students were retained. Of tilese, 677 (47%) were Mexi-

can American, 420 (29%) were Black,.321 were AnIglo (22%), 17 were Asian (1%),

and 8 were American Indian (.6%). Since 1979-80, the percentage of retainees
who are Mexican American has remained fairly stable, while the percentage
who are Black ,has increased about 10% and the percentage who are Anglo
has decreased about 127g.

Looking.at retention rates in terms of the'AISD's elementary enrollment
for each ethnic group provides a different.perspective.

. "

1980-81 .

Enrolled Retained Percent

.

. 1981-82
Enrolled Retained Percent

AMERICAN INDIAN

BLACK

ASIAN

MEXICAN' AMERICAN.
,

ANGLO

.97

5,795

408

8,690

15,013

0

. 337 .

14

575

. 293

0

5.8

3.4

6.6

2.0

' 104

5,943

449

8,986 ;,..

-15,234

8

420

17-'

677

321

7.7

7.1

3.8

-7.5

2.1..

Figure 3. ELEMENTARY RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY IN TERMS OF

ENROLLMENT. Elementary enrollment in grades K-6 based
on end-of-May Student Master File for each year.
Retention figures for 1981-82 are preliminary.
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In 1981-82,-q,.6% of the Mexican American, 7.1% of the

Black, 2.1% oiNtle Anglo, 3.8% of the Asian, and 7.7%
of the American , ndian elementary'students in AISD

'were retained. Between 1980-81 and 1981-82, the per-

centage of each ethnic group retained n terms of

enrollment increased slightly..

6

About three fourth's' of the students retained are identified as low income;

based on participation in the free or reduced-price lunch _program.. Almost

two thirds of the retainees are boys.

Retention Rates by Title I.and LE.1). Status

About one third of those retained at the end of 1980-81 had participated.in

the Title I program that. year. The percentage of students retained who

were classified as having Limited English PrOficiency, (LEP) was 22%.-'

Changes dn Retention RateS

Rates of retention were checked in the fall.and.the foiloWing spring to-See how
many students recommended for retention actually were retained. Of the

1,225 students'recotmended for retentiOn in spring of 1981, 1,107.were

actually retained in the fall. This number dropped.to.1,068 by',sking of

1982. Thus, 118studentS were not retained through the1981-82 schbol year.'
*A computer Search revealed that:- about 20% of these students had withdrawn'.
from AISD (at least 7% to private schobls-in Austin), The rest (80%) had
been promoted .to the next grade or lost due to bad matches of identifica
tion numbers (some became'inactive). .

WHAT EFFECT HAS THE DISTRICT POLICY HAD ON ACHIEVEMENT?

Retention.Rates by Decile

An examination of Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) percentile scores for
retainees revealed that:

1. The percentage-of those scoring at the 20th percentile
or be1ow in ath math and reading:who were retained
increased from 1979-80 to 1980-81 and again from

.1980-81 to.1981-82. At-.the'end of 1979-80, about
12% of thoSe 4coring at this level in reading:and
1,3% of those scoring at this.level in math were
retained. By 1981-82, 3670 ,of.those scoring at
the 20th percentile or below in reading and 28%
of those scoring at this leVel in math Were' '

'retained,

2. Most (83-847) of those i.etained et
the end of 1979-80, -198081, and.
1981-82 did score-At the 30th
percentife or'beIow in ieading
on the ITU. About 3,57 of
those retained scoTed above
the 50th percentile in reading.

IX78..
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1 3. The percent of those retained who scored at the 30th percentile
or below in math on the ITBS stayed about the .same from 1979-80
to 1980-81 (81-82%) but dropped slightly in 1981-82 (79%). About
4-5% of those retained scored above the 50th pertentile in math
on-the ITBS.

Retainee Gains

aetainees' ITBS_scores were compared for the testing which ocdurred just
before they were retained and.the testing which occurred at the end of
the grade repeated. Reading Total and Math Total scores revealed that: .

1. Retainees from 1979-80 and 1980781 gained more in reading on
the average (.81 and .78 grade equivalent years) than in'math
(.60 and:66 grade equivalent-years):

2. Approximately 51% of those retained in 1979-80 and 53% of

quthose

retained in 1980-81 gained' at least_:8 of a grade
eivalent year in reading over the year. Only 34% of
thoseretained in 1979-80 and' 36% of those retained in
1980-81 gained .8 of a grade equivalent year in math over
a one-year period. Low-achieving students,gain about .8
of a year per year of instruction nationally on 'the average.

'3. Rates of gain.varied considerabiY for individual students.'
SoMe students lost as much as 1,3 grade equivalent years
froM test time one year to the next; others gained up to
3.2 years. Maximum gains were higher in reading than in
math (3.4 compared to 2.7 grade equivalent years).

Matched Group Analyses

Students retained at the end of 1979-80
and 1980-81 were matched with students
who were not retained of the same'sex,
ethnicity, income level, special educa-
tion status, and of a-similar age and
pretest score level.on the ITBS in read-
ing or math. Test scores for two con-
secutive years Were then compared'using .

regression analyseS. The analyses done
at the sixth grade level are not as
reliable as,the rest due,to the small
number of students retained and tested
two years in a row at this level.

Matched group analyses revealed that:

1. ..Nonretainees, on the average,
.gain about .2 and .5 grade
equivalent.years mord inoread-.
ing and math, respectively;
than retainees after one' year.

a



-81.30

2. Differences in the gains of the
two groups were significant.at
three pf six grade levels in read
AT* and four of six .in math. , 5.450

In reading, retainees from
1979-80 and 1980-81 gained less:

.
-than noniptainees at grades one, 3.960

. fourland five. A significant
_difference was found between the
gains of 1980.411, but not 1979-80,i::

retainees and their matehes at 2.450

grade 2.
5

800

In math, significant differences
were foundbetween both groups of

'Tetainees and their matches at

every grade.level exCept three and

six. .A difference was also found

in the aChievement of.1979-80
retainees and their matches at grade
three.

3. In anabsolute sense, retaineesl posttest grade equivalent scores

are lower than those.of nonretainees. However, retainees' average

scotes are closer to those of-their classmates.than those of matched.

op

6.950

.gonretainee.,:

R4ainee

Figure

3.300 4.800 6.300

TRETEST--ITBS READING Cr-- 4-80

4. ITBS READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
FOR 1979-80 RETAINEES
AND MATCHES: 1979-80
AND 1980-81; GRADE 4.

students with similar characteristics who were promoted. 1

Students retained in second grade-in.1980-81, for example, achieved

an average grade equivalemt.score of 2.54 in April 1982 in math on

.the ITBS. Jhe'average AISD second grader scores 2:87. Retainees

are thus".33 grade equivalent,years below their classmates on the

average.

Students with similar 'chatacteristics in 1980-81 who were mot

retained, on the other hand, show average April 1982 math grade,

.equivalent sCores of 3,29 (7. months,higher than retainees). How7

ever, they are :7-7.grade equivalefit'years behind their third

,-grade classMateswho score 4.06 on the average..

Both groups score below their classmates at every grade except

first for retainees in math.

. The most common pattern of achievement found Was one in which those

_with'the lowest pretest scores gained the most and those with the
highest pretest scores gained the least. In moSt Lases, the retainees
consistently gained less than the nonretainees regardless of pretest

scores.
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Conclusions on Achievement

The retention rates by'decile suggest-that the
right students,are generally.being retained in

terMs of the new policy. Most students.do show

low achievement inreading.and math, and the

percentage Of those scoring-at these;low levels

who are retained seems to be'increasing. It is

surprising that some'students retained doTshow
average or above-average achievement in reading

and/or math.. -However, these students may have
low achievement in the other subject area or may
not be iierforming well in their aaily work for

some reason.

. .

Gains are at-about the rate expected for low'achievers in reading.but at a

lower rate thin expected in math. This could be interketed in 'at least

two ways,'.It eould be thatstudents retained for reading ability Suffer in .

math by going oVer the same skills instead of moving on to new ones. It

may also meanthat.retention simply does not-help anyone'S math Skills as

much,.so only those with very low math achievement who lackt'critical skills

necessary for the. next grade shoul&be retained..

The matched group-analfSes also suggest that:441- thosenwith'ithe lowest

achievement id reading and math should be retAIfted. Thes'e qudents show the

greatest gains, The fact that the smallestdifferences in.spores for retain-

ees and nonretainees were.at third grade sugzests this eould±be a more'prbm-
r

ising level to retain students if necessary.'' The comparison of retainee

and AISD average 3cores"suggests first grade may be hetter ihan others because
ir cladsmates.

The matched group analyses do not suppoitretaining studenta at other elemen-
-

tary grade levels on the,whole. .

The achievement results raise a Very important question al:lout the achievement

changes which are expected after retention. Is it expected that low-achiev-

ing students will shaw better gains after one year if retained than promoted?

If so, retention falls short. Is it only expected that they will come closer

to the functional level of their classmates and'learn skills that will make

future years easier? If the expectation is that it helps students "catch up"

to their younger classmates, it does do this to some extent--especially at

grade one.

The achievement resuIts,,while generally negative,

,
do not suggest that retention is bad for all students.

'Some individual students do make impressive gains

after retention. The results do suggest that reten-
'tion decisiOns be made very selectively and that the

lowest achievers are more likely to benefit.

The achievement picture also increases the importance
of other factors in making retention decisions. -The
question of whether a student's self-concept and
.attitude toward school are mqre likely to sUffer if, '

223
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the child is ptomoted or retained is an iMportant.consideration, as well

as whidh group the child fits with best in terms of physiCai and social

maturity and behavior- The economic burden to AISD and.the parents of
having the child in schOol for an additional year must also be weighed
against pOssible benefits.

HOW CAN RETAINEES BE HELPED?

,Once students are retained, it is itportant to know how to help. them most

effectively.
,

Some information relevant tu this question was gathered through12 case
studies'of students who .had improved or not improved on the ITBS in reading
between.1979-80 and 1980-81. The teachers of these students were inter-
viewed in an attempt to discover what these retainees'were like'and whether
scime methods of dealing with their instructional needs were more effective

than others. Findings must be considered tentative because of.the small :

number of cases studied. More research in this drea may be.done next.year.

The case 'studies led to the following impressions of.the factors which
might impact retainees' chances,for improvement.

1) Improved aCademic.achievement seemed to be dependent on
the right Combination of teacher and student character-
istics,and effort levels. EaCh retention case was unique.

.Although all-the students had achievement deficits,.
severity and sources of the problems varied. consider-

,

ably.

Teaching styleo and methods varied a great deal,
Teachets of retainees whojimproved tended to be
intereSted, positive, and willing.to go beyond '

what was'expected normally ol .thet to help the
retainee. They seemed to give retainees extra
reinfordement, the opportunity to work at their
own pace, chances for leaderShip, and.sUpplemen-
tary materials designed to fit their needs.

2) Identifying,the.sources of students.' academic problems
and implementing a straightforward plan to. deal with them
seemed essential.

*Students with identifiable problems.that could be
addrebsed in a systematic way seemed easier to help..
'Teachers who found medical, family, or personality
factors that led td academic problems and were able
to deal with them in.an organized way had more success
with students than those who were never able to dis-
&wet why students were disinterested oi.unsuccessful
in school. ,

IX-12 224

1

1



81.30

Thus,-it,seemed very important for the teacher to identify the source of
the learning problems, work out a plan,to-address it, and show the child
that he'qhe was interested and willing to db whatever was necessary to
help imp *e achievement levels.

Descriptions of the se,cond-grade case studies are presented below.- Case
studies at othergrades shared certain el'ements but had others that were
unique.,-

Steve's achievement in all areas on the ITBS
improved.between 1980 and 1981. His.reading
scores improved the most, with an increase
from a 1.8 to a 4.8 grade equivalent level.

Steve (fictitious name) was retained as a
second grader due to unsatisfactory work '

in all subjects, poor conduct, and a short
attention span. He was hyperacti,:re, lacked
dotivation to learn, and had a poor self-
concept. Ihe teacher who retained him be-
lieved his achievement would improve if his
conduct did.

Steve came into the classroom howling the
'first day.. The teadher told him his behavior
was unaCceptable.and.explained the xules.
She also talked xo him about being retained
(he was embarrassed about it at first) "and
said he should view it as a chance; for a
fresh start. Steve was placed.on.medication
for hyperactivity at the beginning of the
14,80-81 school,year. This seemed to calm
him down enough to concentrate better on his
studies. He was still fairly:aggresive, but
this caused only occasional discipli:ne prob-
lems.

Steve's teacher's general style was tightly
structured, individually oriented and-in-
formal. She did not change her overall
style of teaching with Steve, but did pro-
vide him with additional support. She
broke down instruction into small steps,
let him work at his own pace, provided a
peer tutor as needed, gave him a lot of
individual attehtion and positive reinforce-
ment, and provided leadership opportunities.
Steve's teacher communicated with his mother
once or twice a month and reported that his
parents were very supportive,and relieved he
was doing better.

Pam's scores in math improved slightly on the
ITBS from 1980 to 1981, but. 4-nreading scores
went down from a 1.4 .to a K.9 grade equivalent
level.

Pam (fictitious name),was retained as a sec-'
ond grader primarily because of social im-
maturity and poor performanCe in language
arts and reading.' She lacked motivation to
learn and did not seem to care that she was
not doing well. Her parents took 'her horse-
back riding and go-carting but showed'little
interest in her school progress.

Pam's teacher used a tightly structured,
formal .approach: Most subjects were taught
to the whole class with small grodp folloW-
up for those who needed it... Pam participated
in these small groups and had a peer tutor for
spelling: She went to a first-grade class
for reading because she was so far behind her
classmates. When asked to read orally, she
.would say words completely different from
those on!the page. The teacher tried to. talk
to her about.her,feelings witfi little success.

IX-13
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Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: Retention and Promotion 1981-82

Contact Persons: Nancy Baenen, Freda Holley.

No. Pages: 11

Summary:

'The evaluation design describes the evaluation plan for the year lor this
project. It dncludes a brief project and eValuation summary, the major
decision and evaluation questions to be addressed, Other:information needs,-
dissemination plans,- and information sources to be used.

The.retention/promotion study is designed to collect information on some
basic questions of interest including:

retention rates across years and categories;
achievement of students retained and not retained with
similar.characteristicS;
academi progress of retained students before and after
retentio'

factors important in retaining students; and
effective methods of addressing the needs of retained students.

A status report of some kind is to be issuedlat midyear On the project,
With,thefinal report issued during August of 1982.

226
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Technical Heport ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: Retention and ripmetion 1981-82

Contact Person: Nancy naenen

.No. Pages:. 165

Summary:

.This report documents the purpose, procedures, and results for each informa-

tion source used.in the retention/promotion study for-4981-82. It contains

five appendices., each devoted to a single information source. Each.informa-

tion source provides 'data related to eValuation and decisipn -questionain the

1981-82 evaluation design for the study.

Each appendix contains:

.An instrument description
Purpose for administering the instrument
Procedures used to collect the data'

Results
Figures presenting the data

The 1981-82 technical report on retention/promotion

appendices:

Appendix A:
Appendix B:
APpendix C:
Appendix.D:
Appendix E:

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Retention Survey .

Student Master.File
Student Records and Reports
Case Studies

227
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Evaluation Design ABSTRACT.

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: Summer School for Retainees 1982

Contact Person: Nancy Baenen, John MacDonald

.No. Pages: 15

SuMmary:

The ,evaluation. design describes the. evaluation plan for,this project.
includes a brief project and evaluation summary, majordecision and evalue
tion.questions to oe addressed, dissemination plans, information sources
to be used,.data to be collected in the schools, 'and evaluation resources.

The summe school for retainees will be held June 7 through July 9, 1982.
It will inclnde reading, mathematics, and recreational activitieS in a
.four-hour program each day. Mastery learning.materials will be used in'
both reading and mathematics. Limited English Proficl,ency students in
Categories A and B'will have separate materials for Spanish.and English
language.arts. The evalbation of the summer School program will focusnon:

ShOrt-term skill,mastery in reading and math of participants;
Long-term achievement groWth in reading and,Math of participat-

\ing retainees versus,non-participating retainees;
kaaracteristics of the.prograth which may relate tQ program
effectiveness.

Separate reading objectives have been set for LEP students and some separate
assessment will be necessary.

The Office of Research and Evaluation will,report findings in fall of 1982
and again in sumider 1983.
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FINAL REPORT

.Project Title: Drugs Off Campus (DOC)

Contact Persons: David Wilkinson, Glynn. Ligon

Major PoSitiVe Findings:-

1

1.- A sample.of parents. surveyed overwhelmingly agreed that the'use of

dogg to find drugs and'alcdhol is a good idea.

2. Both staff and students at Crockett and Martin indicated that drugs

were less of a problem on their campuses at the end of the DOC Program

than they, were at the beginning.

3. Martin had the highest incidence among junior high schools of drug-

related'offenses in 1980-81, .but the sixth' highest in 1981-82.

. 4. No students were disciplined as a-result of dog alerts at Martin: Only

20 were at Crockett. .0f these, only wo were given long-teim suspen-

siOns. This finding is consistent with the prOgram's'emphasis on

prevention as opposed to apprehension and punishment.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. Staff and student support for usihg dogs to detect drugs and alcohol

on campus declined at both the DOC Program and comparison schools from.

the fall to the spring of the 1981-82,school year, Staff still supported

the program; students did.not.

2. Crockett had the second-highest incidente of drug-related offenses

among the high schools in both 1980-81 and 1981-82.

3. The legal status of,the program is still in question. Two recent court

cases in Texas have involved the use of drugdetecting dogs in schools.

In one, the judge ruled that the use of dogs constituted unreasonable

search and was prohibitedby the Fourth Amendment. In the other case,

the judge ruled that dOgs may .be used to sniff carg an lockers, but

it was an intrusion of the students' privacy for them t snitf, students.

4. .There are some people both inside and outside the Distr ct who strongly_

oppose the program on the grounds that it violates stu nts' rights.



81.30

5. There were a number,of practical probles with the DOC Program as
implemented. These were:

A great deal of administrative time was consumed by the program.
There were scheduling difficulties. Administrators felt that they
were not given sufficient advance warning of the dogs' coming. A
Martin administrator thought that their arriVaAs were predictable.
A few teachers thought that the dogs! odor was unpleasant.
Some dogs and handlers could have been better trained.
Bringing the dogs into classrooms disrupted classes, more at some
times than at others.
The dogs' detection was not entirely accurate. Searches based on
dog alerts often found nothing or noncofttraband items.
Some students and teachers react negatively to any dog.

Evaluation Summary:

A number of activitias were conducted during 1981-82 to eValuate the DOC.
PrograM. These included:

. Surveys of the attitudes of school.personnel, students, and parents--
.given.to all students and staff at Crockett and Martin and their
comparison schools, Travis and Fulmore; in.fall 1981 And again in
spring 1982; a Shorter version was mailed to a sample of parents of
students in the same sChools in spring 1982.

.

. Interviews with administrators--conducted with the principals of
Crockett and Martin-and those assistant principals:who had been
involved with the DOC Program.

Interviews with studentsconducted with a sample of students at
CroCkett and Martin'who had been searched becauSe of a dog alert
without any contraband being found; this will be called a .'falae alert."

. An additional sUrvey of teachers.,-given to all grotkett and Martin
teachers by way of.the districtwide Teacher SurV/ ey..,

Examination of discipline records kept by the District's Office of
Student Affairs (OSA).

. Documentation of program costs.

. Surveys of administrators in districts with similar pro5rams.

. Review of the research literature.

. Examination of school records documenting the program's activities
relating to students.

The remainder of this report summarizes the major.1981-82 DOC'Program
evalUation findings. ..Nbre specific information may be obtained by
consulting two other reports:, 'Final Technical Report: Drugs Off Campus
Program 1981-82 (Publication Number 81.54) and Supplementary Material:
Drugs Off CamPus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number 81:M).

X-2
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WHAT WERE THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM ?

WHAT WAS THE DRUGS OFF CAMPUS, (DOC) PROGRAM?

The 1981-82 Drugs Off Campus Program was a drug And alcohol abuse prevention
program'. The rationale behind the program was,that the presence pf illegal
drugs, alcohol, and related materials on school campuses constituted a dis7
ruption of the educational process and made for an unsafe educational envi-
ronment. The difficulty in detecting these items led to the, decision to
pilot the use of drug-sniffing dogs. Crockett High School and Martin Junior
High School were selected as the sites for this pilot project. .

The goal of the program was to.reduce tha availability and. use of illegal
drugs and alcohol on the campuses of.the two schoolswhere the program
operated--to "get the drugs off campus." To'achieve this objective, AISD
contracted with Security Associates International (SAI) to provide dogs
trained to detect alcohol and illegal drug6. With the aid of the trained
dogs and their handlers,HinsCheduled searches were conducted in the parking'
lots', lockers, hailWays,iand clasSrooms.of.the two schools'. Beginning in.

October 1981, the prograM operated through the course of the 1981-82 school
year, concluding near the end of school, May 1982. ,

HOW MUCH DID THE PROGRAM COST? WHAT WERE THE INDIRECT COSTS?

According to records supplied by the Office of Secondary Management, the
direct-cost of the DOC PrOgram was $12,033. This amount represents 59% of
the $20,500 budgeted.' For this sum, SAI provided 429.75 hours Of services
at $28 per hour. The services,included orientations,for staff, students,
and parents at Crockett And Martin and 50 site visits (32 to Crockett, 18
to Martin) to search for contraband.

The indirect costs of the program were less tangible and cannot be assigned
a monetary figure. Thebe costs are listed below.

. There was a loss of thstructional time for classes while the dogs were
present and for individual students while.they were being searched.

There was a loss of administrative time on each occasion when the dogs
- were brought,to the campus. Administrators usually accompanied the

dogs during their detection activities and perfor,Ined or were on hand
for the subsequent seaiches.

.,, There were affective costs also. As a result of
dents were needlessly, subjected to searches. Se

reported being publicly embarrassed by the searc
be noted, however, that no.strip searches were c
reported emotional costs to students sudi as lac.,
A few teachers also'fclt threatened bY the progra

X-3
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HOW DID PEOPLE REACT TO THE DOC PRQGRAM ?

WHAT.:DID SCHOOL STAPP, STUDENTS, AND PARENTS.THINK ABOUT DOC?

Drug/Alcohol Survey :-

Figures 1 and 2 present the responses to, selected items.

The spring response rate Was lower, especially for students. Most likely
this represents a drop-in-interest In the DOC Program, but the opinions of
_these nonrespondents is Unknown. Also, large percentages--as Much aS one
fourth--ofthe staff and students responding to the survey were undecided'
.about whether'the use of dogs was a good idea. In some'instancea'there was
no clear.majority for or against. Taking theae:factors'into consideration,

_survey results'in Figure,1 from respondents, expressing an opinionreveal that:'

Parents overwhelmingly agreed that the use of dogs is a good idea.

. School staffs agreed, but not as strongly.

This agreement was weaker at the end,of the pro'gram than at the
beginning.

. Martin staff had-the lowest level, of agreement.

, Students agreed with the use of dogs less by the end of the program.

The majority of., Crockett students supported the use of dogs when'the
program began, but at the end uf the school year did not.

Martin students agreed with the use of doga before and after the
program, -but much less afterwards. ,

Teacher Survey

Few Crockett\teachers (15%) responding to the suryey--tnought tliat the
poc Program hindered "important ongoing educatiOnal actiVities." More .

of the Martin teachers (28%) thoUght-it did.

A,majority of the Crockett teachers (70%) and of the Martin teachers
(53%) responding indicated that.they had received adequate information
about the nOC Program.

Most of the Crockett teachers (61%) and of the Martin teachers (56%)
felt that their students had reacted well to the DOC Program.

.X7-4
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Using dogs to detect drugs
on campus is a good idea.

" Using dogs to detect alcohol
on campus is a good idea.

Using dogs to detect drugs,
on"campus is a good idea.

.

.

Using'dogs to detect alcohol
on campus is a good idea.

I.,

Using dogs to detect drugs
owcampus is a good idea:

,

Using d9gs,to ditect alcohol
on campus Ave good idea.

.

s

t'

Using dogs to detect.drugs
on campus is a good idea.

Using dogs to detect alcohol
on campus is a good idea..
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FAL L.
..

_AtTne Disagree

.. 83% 7%

56% 28%
- . -

78% : 7%

50%' 31%

- -

.

54% 28%

71% 17%

- -

47% 30%

66% 20%

- -

70% 16%

43% 40%
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35% 45%
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71% 7%

54% 27%
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, 60% 15%

53% 28%
- -

.Not Sure N
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77% 16%
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7%
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17%

12%

48% 38% I5t
53% 33% 15%

87% 10% 4%

44% 39% 17%

49% 35% 17%

81% 12% 8%

60% 20% 21%

37% 45%- 10%

88% 12% 0%
..

53% 22% 26%

31% 48% ' 21%.

88% 12% Ot
-

71% 18% II%

47% 26% 16%
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43% 41% 17%
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N
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61

673
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52
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.
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54
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Staff
Students
Parents
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MARTIN.

108

17%

i4%

20%

.

19%

12%

25%

14%

14%

17%

15%

20%1

..

22%
18%

-

26%

20%
-

167
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167
2282

66
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66
789

154
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.

154
1685

79
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79
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Staff
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Staff
Students
Parents

TRAVIS
-

Staff
Sivaents

,Parents .

.

Staff
Students
Parents

FULMORE.

Staff
Students
Parents

Staff
Students
Parents

Note: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to round up). percentages wil'I l not always total 100%.

Figure I. RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE DOC.PROGRAM, FALL 1981.AND SPRING 1982. ,Parents

were, surveyed only in the spring: -,

,-

AIMML

1'

--CROCKETT

STAFF
Al= Disagree Not Sure N . 82:Et

STU,DE'NTS
Disagree Not Sure N =

Drugs are a problem on this campus. Fall . -72% 6% 23% 167 45% .21% 35% 2282

Sprig 62% 17% 20% 153. 39% " -34% 27% 1531

Alcohol is a problem on this campus. Fall 47% 14--% 39% 167- 20% 37% 42% 2282

b Spring 41% 23% 36% 153 19% 49% 32% 1531

MARTIN
. .

FallDrugs are a problem on this campus. 51% 16% 33% 66 41% I6%-_ 43% 789

.

Spring 40% 30% 31% 61 31% 30% 39% . 673

Alcohol is a problem on this campus. Fall 15% 34% 51% 66 19% - 40% 42% i( -789-

Spring 10% 51% 39% 61 16% 50% 34% 673

i

TRAVIS

FallDrugs are a problem on this campus. 70i 7% 24% 154 41% 29% 31% 1685

Spring . 73% 6% 21% 129 40% 32% 28% 1454

-Alcohol_is a problem on this campus. Fall 44% 21% 35% 154 20% 46% 34% 1685

Spring 48% 17% 36% I29 22% 46% 32% 1454

FULMORE
,

' FallDrugs are a problem on this campus. 56% 4% 40% 79 39% 22% 40% 776

Spring 64% 5% 31% . 64 39% 27% 34% 797

Alcohol is a problem on this campus. Fall 6% 41% 52% 79 23% 40% 37% 776

Spring
il%

39% 52% 64 15% 50% 34% 797

Note: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to round up), percentages.will not always total 100%.

Figure 2. RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE PRO8LEM OF DRUGS AND ALCOHOL ON CAMPUS, FALL 1981

AND SPRING 1982.

X-5



. 81.30

Student'Interview
-

The interviews with students incorrectly,identified by the dogs revealed :
that:

. The reactions studenta, had to being searched were varied.

.

. Over one third (38%) of the students reported taking the'search in-
stride. Typical statements by these students were that they had
"nothing to hide" and so:were "not really scared."

1,
. However, over half (56%) of the students reported experiencing un'

pleasant feelings, including being frightened, angry, and embarrassed..

Even though they -hacl,beenunder'suspicidn Of having drugs,sOme Students
supported the intentof thetprograM..and upheld the rightlOf the school to
search them,their lockers, or thefr'cars.,

,
A 'few students were embittered by.the experience of being searched and
.stated they would not submit as readily to being searched,if the 'situa

,.tion caMe up again.

Administrator Interview

Administrators believed that, overall, their staffs, the students, and
parents were accepting of the program. They noted that a'minority.of
the teachers were against the program.

Administrators thought that the program wak valuable-and should be re-
7tained ih the coming year. The only eXception was the Martin *principal

who questioned the benefit of the program relative to its cost.

WERE THE. RIGHTS AND FEELINGS OF STUDEWt$ GIVEN ADEQUATE CONSID-
ERATIONA3Y-THE PERSONS INVOLVED WITILTHE DOCPROGRAM?

4

Yes, in the opinions of most *persons.

Nearly two thirds (63%) of the Crockett teachers thought so; 15% did not,
By comparison, 39% of the Martin teachers agreed this. was the case and
27% disagreed.

Crockett and. Martin principals and assistant principals unanimously
reported that the rights and feelings of students were given adequate
cOnsideration.

Comments offered about the program by Martin, teachers indicated that a
few teachers were.concerned.about the invasion of studentsrights and,
privacy and the attention focused on students' who were singled, out by
the'. dogs,
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. Most of the students, interviewed about their false-detection had no

I/

serious complaint about how they were treated. 'However, two students

reported that:they were made to feel as if they:were hiding soMething

when they were pot. Seveial students mentioned the adverse attention

they teceived from peers Subsequent to their removal from olasa-for-the

search.

.- WHAT EFFECT DID THE DOC PROGRAM HAVE ?

DID THE SERVICES PROVIDED MUT ME NEEDS' OF ,THE SCHOOLS ?

Yes, in the,opinions ofCrockett andMartin'adMiniStrators,and_teachers.
Approximately.two thirds of.the Crockettand Maitin teachers responding

inditated.that they,had receiVed adequate inforMation about the DOC,PrograM.

Crockett_and-Marfin:principais and
.assistant.principals'all thought the

services provided..weie aaeqbate but Stated a few' qualifications,

A Martin assistant principal Stated that the dogs were not aswell

trained as they might have been.:

.

. .
Two Crockett assistant principals commentedthat some dog handlers -"

Worked well. with .the students; others did not.,

DID THE.ACTIVITIES.OFTHE DOC PROGRAM 'HINDER THE EDUCATIONAL

PROCESS? DID THEY-HELP 'Jr?'

The balance of opinion among school personnel at Crockett and Martin was

that the program was not a hindrance. Administrators at Crockett thought

the program had been a help.

Although one quarter (28%) 9f the Martin teachers respondl' to the

teacher survey thought that the DOC Program hindered "imPortant on-

going educational activities," more than one third (36%) of their

fellow teachers disagreed.

.
,At Crockett, only 15% of the teachers responding agreed that the

'program was a hindrance, while 69% disagreed. .

. Both of the principal6 of Crockett and Martin stated that the program

neither helped nor hindered the educational process.

. The Martin principal added that, as a result of the program's

activities, there was a small loss in instructional time and a

"great deal of administrative time lost."

The Crockett principal made a case for theminimal intrusiveness

of the dogs.

; X-7
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WHAT HAPPENED TO STUDENTSAPPREHENDED-FOR POSSESSION AND/OR.
USE OF LLEGAL DRUGS OR .ALCOHOL?

Recoids kept by the DOC Program schoolS and by the District's Office,Of
Student. Affairs showed thatl

No students were apprehended at Martin as a reSult of the detection
activities of. the dogs.

Only 20 students at Crockett were disciplined as aresult of dog alerts.
Thisjinding 'is consistent with the program!s eMphasis On prevention'
as oPposed to apprehension.

Only two students at Crockett were'given lOng-term.suspensions for drug-
related oifenses detected by the use of dogs'. Both:of these occurred
in the fall.semester; none occurred in the.spring semester. The.majority
'of the suspensions given to Crockett students apPrehended by ,the use of
clogs were probated, Meaning that the student.was not required to leave
school.

Figure 3 summarizes the disciplinary actidn taken by the DOC PrOgram schools,
as a reiult of the program's activitles.

NUMBER OF
NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY ACUONS

SCUOOL SEMESTER DOG ALERTS', ACTIONS TAKN E

NUMBER OF
, STUDENTS

Crockett Fall*1981 33 1 11 *, . Probated suspension;
drug counseling

Probated sUspension
. Probated suspension;

counseling
Probated suspension;

drug counseling;
strict behavier
requirement's

Long-term suspension;
drug counseling 1

Long-term suspension; drug
counseling; mocational
assistance 1

Conference and informal
probation 2

Conference and informal
probation; drug counseling

Semesier of volunteer werk

Spring 1982 30 9 Informal'probation 3

Probated suspension;
drug counseling 3

Probated Suspension 1

Barred car from campus;
informal probation 1

Forty (40) hours detention

,Martin Fall 1981 2 0

Spring 1982 4

Figure 3. .6ISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN AS A RESULT' OF DOG ALERTS.

X8
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DID THE DOC PROGRAM REDUCE THE INCIDENCE OF DRUGRELATED
ACTIVITIES ON.TAE 'CAMPUSES OF CROCKETT AND MARTIN?

This question, cannot be anSwered conclusivery-with the data at hand.
Survey results from staff and students suggest, that most people thought.
the.DOC Program reduded the drug problem. However; the discipline data
do not provide clear evidenceat Crockett, but do indicate a program
effect at Martin. Figure 2. presents the responses to selected sutvey.
items. Responses to related itemS showed similar trends. Results from
respondents exptessingyan opiniOn reveal that:

Both staff and students at Crockett and Martin'indicated that drugs
were.less of a problem on their campuses at the end of the ptogram
-than they had been at the beginning..

Staffand students at. thecoMpariSon scbools reflected the.OPinion .

that drugs were about as.muchof a problem on their\camriuses at;the
end of the program as at. fhe Fulmore students indicated
that altohol was less of:a ptobleM at theerid of the school year than
.at the beginning. .

;

The Crockett ptindipal :and assistant'Trincipafe helieved that.the.
actiVities of the progtam reduced the incidence of drUgrelated activi
ties on theircamnus, 1,

j

The Martin principal waS less convinced about the program's effective.
.ness. He stated that there had not been many alerts. He also-expressed
the.opinion that the dogs did not really do, their job. The principal
noted that the few drngrelated cases involving Martin students had-
been discovered by school 'personnel themselves. The prihcipal con
cluded that "psychologically" the program may have, been effective, but
thathe could not pinpoint.its effect.

. The, Martin assistant principals spoke more positively about the program.
The assistant principals agreed that Martin was having an "outstandine
year as far as drugs were concerned, which spoke well for the prograip .
as a deterrent, but they alsoattributed the superiority of the year
over past years to other factors, -including more maturity on the part
of the current group of eighth graders and the good job Martin did in
dealing with integration.

SUMMARY OF THE DOGS' ACCURACY

Number.of Visits
CROCKETT MARTIN

18

-Number of Alerts 63 6

Contraband found 33 0
No contraband.found 6

Undetermined 3 0

X-9 2
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DisciplIne Records

Records kept by the District's Office of Student9Affairs (OSA) showed-

that:

At both Of the .DOC schools-, the total number of drug-related offenSes,.

in 1981-82- -decreased from the number in 1980-81. Bowever, the number

also decreased in four other high schoolvand'four other junior high

schoolS.

.Crockett had a 25% decrease.in the total mumber oT drug-related.offenses

from 1980-81 to.1981-82. Of the nine high schools, four had larger de-

creases, three had increases, .and one remained.the game.'
.

',Martin had a 73% decrease in the,total number, of drug7related, offenses,

from 1980-81 to,198182, the largest deceeaSe,of all-the.ten junior

Jligh schools- (leavingtaside,Murchison where the incidence'of trug-

related offenses has been so.low that the calculation of percent change -
'is not meaningful).

In '198D-81, Martin 'had the largest incidence of drug-related offenses

among the junior high schools; in 1981-82 it'had the'sixth-largest.

Crockett had the secOnd7largest number of dtug-related offenses during

both years.

Figure. 4 presents the total number of drug-related offenses at each of the

junior high and high schools for the last three years, 1979-80.through

1981-82.

91UMBER OF OFFENSES

t SCHOOL 79-80 81-82

Bedichek 18. 27 tl

Burnet 2 5 17

Dobie 12 . , 6
a

Fulmare 11 . '32 14

Lamar 2; 0 4

Martin (DOC) 6" 33 9

Murchison .0 1 0

O. Henry 0 9 13

Pearce 0 1 6

Porter . 19 11 10

TOTAL 70 125 92

,

Anderson 12 25 13

Austin 22 58 41

Crockett (DPC) 14 .
40 30

LBJ 16 22 29

Johnston 9 27 12

Lanier 4 10 10

McCallum 14 4 16

Reagan 6 13 29

Travis 20 11 7

TOTAL 117 210 187

Figure 4. TOTAL NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES &EQUIRING DISCIPLINE IN.

AISD SECONDARY SCHOOLS, 1979-80 THROUGH 1981-d2.
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Comparison with Figure 3 ,on page X-8 shows that although there were nine

drug7related offenSesdisciplined at'Martin, in 1981-82, none of these Was

as'the resdlt of 4 dog alertAt_erockett,'of the 30 drug-related of.

fenses which required discipline, cnilytwo long-term suspenSions were

directlyattributable to the:DOC'Program. The 18 other DOC-related dis-

ciplinary actiOns shown in Figure 3-were not included since OSA records

reflect only those offenses disciplined by corporal punishment or some

kind of suspension.

,
WHAT TYPE OF PROGRAM SHO'ULD AISD HAVE ?

HOW MUCH OF .A PROBLEM.ARE.DRUGS AND ALCOHOL' IN'AISD? WERE THEY

ARTICULAR PROBLEM:ON THE TWO DOC PROGRAM CAMPUSES?
.

,

AccOrding to.the Office of Student Affairs' 1981 Discipline Report, in

1980-81 the offense category of drUgs, alcohol, and smoking ianked 7 of

11 with a total of 374 offenses reported by.all AISDSchools. The ndmber

of offenses for the drugs/alCohol/smoking category was exceeded by the

numbers of offenses for inSUbordination, fighting, class cutting, disrup-

tion, disrespect, and obscenities.. The'number of offenses for drugs'and

alcohol alone in 1980-81 was 341. Rankings for 1981-82 are not yet avail-

able from OSA, but as of June 6, 1982, a.districtwide total Of 285 offenses

for drugs and alcohol were reported.

Figure 4 on page X.1.0 showS the number of drug-related'discipline offenses

at each junior high school and high school for the current'and two-past

school'yeare. From these data., it may be inferred that drugs and alcohol

were not more of a problem at Crockett and Martin than at'some other'

schools._ By t einoWn accounts,'the principal of Crockett volunteered

and the princi al of Martinagreed to participate.in the pilot program.,

IF THE PROGliAM IS RETAINED IN THE 1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR, WHAT

CHANGES'DID SCHOOL PERSONNEL RECOMMEND?

. The Crockett principal sawthe following as desirable changes:

. Better parent involvement;
More people exposed to the program as actually practiced, which

would correct their misconceptions.

. The Crockett assistant principals recomMended:

Fewer hours when the dogs were on campus;

.
Some referral agency or some funds for `s-caeone to come to' the campus

so that rehabilitative work could be done with the students.

The Martin principal saw the need for upgrading the quality of the

program's services, specifically, "better dogs."

. The Martinassistant principals suggested that advance warning of the

dogs' coming would enable them to plan their tithe better.

X-11 . 2
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'Teachers-at Martin responding to',a qUestionndire recommended the following:

Restrict the use of dogs to locket searches,'but do not announce that
fact. Scan rooms on 6 random basis and then only with a teacher'.s
approval.

Conduct unscheduled locker checks and searches of suspects.

Exercise:more secrecy in handling a suspected student

Employ more real-world investigative techniques besides dogs, including
locker inspection-and inviting police to searcha stuident.

WHAT MIGHT BE 'ALTERNATIVESTO THE DOC PROGRAM IN THE' 19.82-'83,
. SCHOOL 'YEAR? . .

The following Might be alternatiVes to the DOC Program as.piloted in
1981-82.:

1. Expand the program to. more campuSes. Although this is a.potentially
more expensive alternative if the same amount of Coverage is given to
each additional campus as was given to Crockett. and Martin, fewer .site
.visits could be 6onducted at more school's. Presumabl,.the knowledge
that the dogs could come- to uny.sChool at any time, would have atme
deterrent value even if their visits were infrequent.

2. Modify the present program.
. Some modifications suggested by school personnel are lis,ted above.'.

Another feasibility might be to employ the services of a contractor_
.like,SAI on,an "as needed" basis.

Discontinue'classroom searches and use the dogs to check only
lockers and carS'.

Restrict the program to high school where the incidence of drug-
related activity is greatest.

-

;

3. Emphasize drug counseling and edUcation programs.
. Use the funds expended for DOC to fund other activities through the

District's Crime Prevention and Drug Education (CPDE) Program. Uses
of the.funds might.include: ,

Staff development for teachers who are interested and want'to
participate in using the affective curriculum materials available

. .Staff development for Administrators.
Liaison with community organizetione Which work with drug and
alcohol abuse.
Hiring an outside .conaultant tofirovide counseling seryices for
students Who abuse drugs and alcohol.

.- Purchase of additional CPDE-approved materials..
,

FUnd other drug.abuse prevention programs which seek to treat the
problem.through counseling"and group interaction techniques. An
example is the Peer Counseling Program presently operating 'on two
high school and two junior high school campuses.

4. Continue to leave drug abuse prevention up-to administrators and 1
teachers at each campus. Currently; the responsibility for dealing
with drug and alcohol problems falls to campus administrators, staff,
and faculty. There' are some options, such as operating a closed campus
which could-limit-on-campus abuse.

X-12
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Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVAtUATION DESIGN: 1981-82 Drugs Off Campus Program

Contact Persons: bavid Wilkinson, Glynn Ligon

Tages: 16

1

Summary:

,

The evaluation design is a one-year pdan of evaluation work,for,this project:

It provides a btief project nd evaluation summaryi.the major decision and

evaluation questions to be.addressed, other infarmation needs, chsseMination

plans, and information soutces to be used. \
\

The Drugs Off Campus Program is a one-year, focally funded pilot Project

aimed at reducing the availability and use of illegal drugs and alcohol on

the caMpuses of Martin Junior High School and Crockett,High School by con:-

ducting unscheduled searches using trained dogs. The evaluation of the

prbgram involved.two major activities:

1. The-production of a final report and'a,final technical report which
present information relevant to the decision questions specified in

the-evaluation design.

2. The dissemination of evaluation information to District personnel
'at the conclusion of the program.
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(31.54)

Technical, Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: Drugs Off Campu,s Program 1981-82

Contact Persons: David Wilkinson', Glynn Ligon

No_ Pages: 142

8umMary:

This is the accompanying document to the 1981-32 Drugs Off Campus Final'
RePart included in this volume.

In the 1981-82 school year, AISD contracted with a private firm to,proyide
lbt.the serviceS of trained dogs' and handlers in detecting illegal drugs
and alcohol on the campuses ofc,Crockett High School and Martin Junior
High School. The evaluation-was designed to gather useful data concerning
the effect of this-program on the availability and use of drugs by stu-
dents at these sChools. The basic areas covered include:

An examination of program workings

A comparison of the opinions of staff and students before and 0

after implementation

. An examination of a sample of parent opinion

. An examination of instances of false alerts

A comparison of drug-related discipline rates before and after-
implementation

. A comparison with similar programs in other districts

. A.follow-up of students on whom there were dog alerts

Data were gathered from a survey of staff and students, interviews withI
students and administrators, a survey of teachers, a survey of other dis-
tricts, school records, and other District records. This technical report '

documents the purpose, procedures, and results for each information source
used in the evaluation during 1981-82. A summary,of results is first
presented, followed by appendices which each cover one data collection
instrument or informatioft source. ,

2 4 ,3
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FINAL REPORT

, Project Title: Program for the Gifted and Talented

Contact Person: Angela Ladogand, Joriathdn J. Curtis

Major Positive Findings:

1

1. There are 54'schools in AISD with one or more programs forgifted
and talented students. This represents 67.5% of all schools in

AISD. A total of 123 Gifted and Talented Programg are being of-
fered, covering a wide variety of academic and non-academic areas.

2. Response to the Gifted and Talented Programs has been very favor-
able. Questionnaires were sent to teachers of Gifted and Tal-
ented Programs and parents of students participating-in a pro-
graM. An overwhelming majority (97% of tiie parents, 93% of the
Gifted and Talented Program teachers) of those responding indi-
cated that they,felt that Gifted and Talentea Programs should be
continued'in

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. The distribution of program areas being offered, seems to be uneven.
Only 11 (8.9%) of the 123 programs are in science and 11'4 (1,3%) are in

mathematics.J)ftic4ese the uedjority'(70%) are offered at the

elementary level. PrOgram areas that seem to be ,heavily favored
are art (20%) and language ars ..(24%).

Area
. .

Elementary JuniOr High High School

1. Art 21 1 3

2. CompUter Literacy 2

3. Foreign Language 2 1

4. Future Probleid Solving 4 2

3. High-Level Thinking 1

6. Interdisciplinary 1

,

7. Language Arts 23 4

8. LeadershipAbility 14 1

9. Mathematics a , 2.

M Music 17 1

11. Performing Arts 2

12. Photography and Journalism 1

73. Science 6 1 4

14. Social Science 2 1 2

Total number of Programs 96 13

Total number of Schools'. 38 7 9

Total number of Students 1145
.... 391 '334

.1 245



81.30

2. Feedback from administrators, teachers and parents indicates that
Gifted and.Talented Programs seem.to lack organization; teacher
qualifications and program requirements are not well-defined, funds
seem to be unevenly distributed, program information is not adequately
provided to parents.

3. There seems.to be no continuity in the programs. A'program may be
offered,at one grade level, but n6 provisions are,Made for a student
to continue in that program at the.next grade level, in the .follow-
ing year.

Eval uati On Summary:*

This section summarizes the major Gifted and Talented Program findings.
More specific information may be obtained by consulting the 1981-82
Gifted and TalentedA?rogram Final Technical ReportPublication Not 81.70.

Austin schnols meet the needs of gifted students in a variety.of ways. These
include acCeleration, advanced classes, advanced placement courses, honors .

'classes, indiVidualized instruction; grouping by ability andindependent
study. In addition, Special teacher-initiated programs for gifted students
are implemented in seVeral schools... These are pilot programs intended tO
Supplement the other.efforts listed above.

WHAT SCHOOLS IN AISD HAD GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAMS IN. THE 1981-82 SCHOOL
YEAR?

Gifted and Talented Programs were implemented in 54 schools in AISD during
the 1981-82 school year. These schools areidentifiedin Figures 1-3.
14hether a school implements a Gifted and Talented Program or not seems to
depend primarily on: the willingness of a teacher to submit plans for a
program, and to expend the extra time and effort necessary to maintain a
Gifted and Talented Program; approval of the program by the Gifted and
talented Office and the Division Of Instruction; availability of funds
to implement the program.

Eight'of the schools-contacted by.ORE indicated that programs,that'had
been submitted and approved would ;not be implemented this year. Reasons
cited included:

i no one was.available to teach the program,
os not enough funds were available to implement the'program,

. students admitted into the program had not been adequately
screened, therefore the program could not be'conducted as
a Gifted and Talented Program.

HOW MANY GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAMS WERE IMPLEMENTED DURING THE 1981-82
SCHOOL YEAR?

Participating schools as of March 1982 offereda total of 123 Gifted and.
Talented Programs covering 14 academic and non-academic areas. Figures
1-3-provide a listing of programs and corresponding subject areas.

Figure 4 represents a tally.of program areas by grade levels.' Of the 123
programs, 11 (8.9%) are in science, 16 (13%) are in mathematics, Of these
the majority (70%) areoffered at the elementary level. Program areas
that seem to be heavily favored are art (20%).and language arts (24%).

.xI-224
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Figure 1: LISTING OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN AUSTIN WITH GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAMS.
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Figure 2: LISTING. OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
WITH GIFTED.AND TALENTED PROGRAMS.
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Area Elementary Junior High High.School

1. 'Art
I

21 1 3
2. Computer Literacy 2
3. Foreign Language 2

.4. Future Problem Solving 4 2
3. High-Level Thinking. 1

6. Interdisciplinary 1

7. Language Arts 23 4 2
8.. Leadership Ability 1

9. Mathematic; 13 2
10. Music 17 1
11. Performing Aris 2
12. Photography and Journalism
13. Science 4
14. Social Science

2

Total number of Programs 96 13 14

Total number 'of Schools 38 .7 '9

Tocal number of Students
,543 391 334

Figure 4: GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM TYPES

HOW MANY STUDENTS RECEIVED SERVICES FROM A GIFTED-WND,TALENTED PROGRAM
DURING THE 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR?

AISD enrollment for the 1981-82 was a total of 52,886 stUelent$. Of thes
students, 2,280 or 4.3%.participated in one or more Gifted and Talented
Programs.

WHAT HAS THE RESPONSE BEEN TO THE GIFTED AND TAtENTED PROGRAMS.,BY DISTR CT
PERSONNEL AND'PARENTS OFSTUDENTS IN A GIFTEC -.TALENTED PROGRAM?.

Response to the Gifted and Talented Program h. ,een favorable. n-
naires Were sent to teachers of Gifted and Talented Programs and parent
of students participating in a Gifted.and.Talented Program. An over-
whelming majority (97% of the parentai'MYof the:Gifted and'Talented each-
ers) of those responding indicated that the9..felt that Gifted and Tai ted
Programs should be-continued in AISD(see Pigure 5).

-TEACHER 8ESFONSE
PARENT RESPONSE

Grade Yes No Opinion Grade Yes No I No OpinionLevels 4 f 0 Levels 0
Elementary 64 70.3 2 2.2 I 3 3.3 Elementary 648 74.6 23 2.6Junior High 10 11.0 1 1.1 I

.

Junior High 130 15.0 4 .5Senior High 11 12.1 --- - Senior High 63 ' 7.2 1 .1 -.7- -
Total 85 93.4 3 3.3 1 3 3.3 Total 841 96.8 28 3.2 I

Total # of Teachers responding 91 Total 0 of Parents responding 869
% of Teachers responding 75 % of ?arents responding 38

Figure 5: ' SHOULD THE AISD GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAMS BETONTINUED?
(PARENT AND TEACHER RESPONSE)

0
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Although the response to the Gifted and Talented Programs was.extremely
favorable, some concerns weie expressed by all respondents. The sections
-that follow summarize their opinions and suggestions.

Teachers of Gifted and Talented Programs

In May 1982, forms were sent to teachers of Gifted and Talented 1Programs
froM ORE: The purpose of the forms was to request information on gifted
and talented students, and programs (for-entry into the masterfile) and
to elicit the teachePs opinions on the Gifted and.Talentad Program.
The, following opinions and suggestions were expressed:

the programs are challenging and stimulating to teacher and
need to be continued,
students benefit from and- enjoy the programs, more need to
be implemented,
funding is insufficient:and distribution'is'inefficient
the process for program'submission, approval, etc. is
time consuming,
there is no recompense to teachers.for eXtra time,ahd
effort expended,
the process for student identification needs tO be revised:

Parents of Students in Gifted and Talented Programs.

In May 1982, ORE formi were also sent put to parents.of students in
Gifted and Talented Programs for the purpose of collecting informa-
tion for:the.maatarli1e...and_t_o_elicit opinions.on the Gifted and Tal-
ented Programs. The following concerns and opinions were expres;

delighted that Gifted. and Talented Prngrems were available
to their children,
grateful and appraciative of the teacher's talents And hard
work,

their children enjoyed'the program(b) very much and learned
a lot,
the Gifted and Talented Program should definitely be continued,
Gifted and Talented Programs seemed to'be pnorly organized,
little, if any, program information was made available 63 the
parents, including the option to be involved with the program,
teachers of Gifted and Talented Programs did not seem to be

-getting:any additionalThelp, recognition, or recompense;
students seem to.be penalized for participating in a Gifted
and Talented Program: too much extra homework, 'miss out' on.
regular class activities and (especially at the-secondary
'leva) lower grades,.
programs seem to be 'fragmented'; there appears to be no con-
tinuity.

These findings were further supported by opinions-expressed by elemen-
tary school principals and Austin PTA presidents in response to ques-
tionnaires sent by.the Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Instruc-

- tion and the Austin City Council of PTA's Gifted and Talented Education
Committee respectively.,
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, Conclusions,

Teachers and parents of students in Gifted and Talented Programs, as
,well.as AISD administrators, all feel very strongly that'Austin's
Gifted and Talented Programs must be continued! Reasons for con
tinuing the programs included:

the students enjoy and benefit from the programs,
parents are delighted that their children have access to
programs Which challenge and stimulate them,
there are manytalented teachers idthe District who are
willing to give their time and talents to teach a Gifted
and Talented Program.

Despite the almost unanimous consensus to contine the Gifted and'Tal
ented Program, several suggestions for improvement were also made.

Areas needing partic0.ar attention include:

program organization:. application protess/guidelines/
uniformity/continuity,
program funding,'
gifted and talented teacher qualifications,
student selection procedures,
recompedse and assistance to program teachers,
positive reinforcement for students in a Gifted
and Talented Program,
dissemination of program.information to parents
and teachers.
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Evaluation Design . ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: 1981-82 Program (:)/. the Gifted and Talented

Contact Person: Angela Ladogana, Jonathan Curtis

No. Pages: 16

Summary:

This year's evaluation of the Gifted and.Talented Progiams in Austin is'

primarily exploratory n natura. The focus is on the identification of

the prOgram's general characteristics and.unique features. Curriculum

Developtent and achievement are secondary interests addressed by-this

design.
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Technical Report

Abstract

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: Gifted/Talented Program 1981-82

Contact Persons: Angela Ladogana, Jonathan Curtis

No. Pages: 43

Summary:

This report documents the purpose. proCedures.and results for each informa-
tion source used in the study of Gifted/Talented Programs for 1981-82. It
contains five appendices, each devoted to acsik-I2 information source.
Each information source provides data related to evaluatidn and decision
questions in the 1981-82 Evaluation Design for a Gifted/Talented Programs
study.

a

Each appendix contains:

An instrument description

Purpose for adMinistering the instrument

Procedures.used to collect the data

Results

Figures presenting the data

The 1981-82 technical report on Gifted/Talented Programs contains the
following appendices:

Appendix A: Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking

Appendix B: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

Appendix C: Sequentiaf Tests of Educational Progress

Appendix D: Gifted/Talented Ma.sterfile

Appendix E: Informal Interviews and Comments Summary

23,
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Elementary StaTfing i,ormula

Contact Person: David Doss, Patsy Totusek, Freda Holley

Rajor Findings:

1. It is possible in principle to redistribute teacher positions equi-
tably using a formula employing information in.addition to enrollment
to make assignments. It is unclear whether the realities ,of the law

.
and particular school conditions,Will prevent the practical'applica-
tion of such a formula.

2. The.roles of the assistant principal, helping teacher, and counselor
are not perceived uniformly across the 4strict. There does not

appear to be a consensus-as to how these positiOns should be allocated,

although there is some agreement that they should be allocated as a

"cpaakage." That is, the assignment of these positions to Campuses
should not be done in isolation.

Study Findings:

During the 1980-81 school year, the Consultation Council of,the Austin

Association of Public Sdhool'Administrators (AAPSA) Met with'the
Superintendent of AISD to discuss the issue of elementary staffing.
The ..Consultation Council stated thAt the assignment of assistant princi-
pals, helping teachers, teachers, counselors, clerical staff, and
instructional coordinators to.campuses is based upon districtwide guide-
lines rather .Ehan the consideration of individual campus concerns. The

council said failure to consider local campus needs creates a problem, .

in that'schools with unique or special needs require morejnten4e
assistance from support personnel.

The Consultation Council suggested the following resolution to the issue.

The District should conduct a study to develop a formula for
determining the allocation of personneZ positions and services

fbr individual campuses. The formula shoUld be 1.0eighted"
and take into account such items a8 the followino:

Enro"ament
MUltiplicitY of programs
Achievement levels
Socioeconomi status
Attendance
Significant change orstudents/staff
Special Education Programs .

Gifted and TaZented Programs
XII-1
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In response to the resolution, the Superintendent ased the Office of .

Research and Evaluation to study elementary stdffing during the 198182
school year and to determine if A'weighted formula could be used for the
allocation of personnel positions.

This report providea the results of that study. Additionai information
can be found in the report and the appendices of the Final Technical Report:
1981-82 Elementary Staffing Study (publication number 81:-.42).

111ZVEY AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The initial steps in the study were to Search the ERIC data base and to
survey the 97 largest school districts in the United States and Canada .

Cor already established formulas. The searches reVealed that many district::
use an enrollment-based formula similar to that used previousEy by AISD.
The systematic adjustment of'these enrollment-based allocations for differences
in student or program charetteristits appears,to be a relatively unexplored
area. Nothing was found that could be directly applied to AISD.

FORMULA DEVELOPMENT

The task then became one of developing a formula,or formulas that would
do the job requested in the conaultation item.. As the work progressed,
.several criteria of useful formulas and principles to guide their implemea-
tation began to emerge.and were used in the development of the formulas
'and recommendations reported below. Several of the more'iMportant ones
art presented here so that the reader can both assess the adequacy of these
principles nd the extent to which the resulting formulas and recommendations
are consistent with them. -

1. The pUrpose of the formula is to introduce information in addition
to enrollment into the'process for allocating staff to schools.
Basically that means making an allocation.based on enrollment and
adjusting for the relevant variables:,

9 The outcome of using the formula should be consistent with the pur'pose
for. using.it; i.e., the results should be valid. .An examination of
the results sHould:shoW a good relationship with what is anticipated
prior to use. If the outcome is not con8istent with what, is desired,
then the formula should be changed. (It unlikelY,' however, that
the results will exactly match the user's expectation because, the,
formula has more specific knowledge about the variable of interest
than the user... Since the.formula may.be more objective than the user,
it ,may produqe surprising results which provide new information to
the user. In such caseS the user may want to accept the formula
rather than revise it as*suggested above.)

The formula should have a just impact on the schools. Extraneous
factors such as school size should not alter the impact of the formula.
If changes in the pupil/teacher ratio (PTR) can be taken as a measure
of the impact, the range of change should be essentially the same for
small ard large schools. ,

XII -2
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4. If one is.noL careful, a formula can overadjust;, for example, a School

might end up with a.50-to-1 pupil/teacher ratio. SoMe Mechanism must
be developed to prevent exdessive adjustment.:

5. For our purposes, the f'ormula'should not add to existing staff. The

result should be a redistribution of staff.

6. The use of a foMula cannot remove the impact of individual decision
makerl.from the resource allocation process. Extraneous factors will

influence the actual iMplementation of the formUla. For example,

small classroom size m.s.ght keep the PTR at a school lower than the

fOrmula would suggest. Or in small schools, meaningful deviations
from the formula may occur when the actual-assignment of teachers
to grades is wade. In some cases political situations may force a
deviation' from the formula; however, once a formula is established,
the political cost of making deviations. must.also.be weighed.

7. The District should not become a slave to the formula& As conditions .

change, the variables'used in a-formula Should probably change:
Even if the variables do not change, the relative impact they haVe on
the outcome may need to be changed. If a formula is adopted, remaining
in control of the forMula (making appropriate changes) may prove to be
very difficult in the long run. The formula may develop a momentum'

that resists change.

Time did not exist for developing formulas for each elementary staff position.

Therefore, at a meeting of representatives of ORE, Elementary Education, and

the Personnel Office, it was decided to limit the formulas in 1981-82 to
classroom teachers, assistant principals, helping teachers, and counselors.
If the use of staffing formulas appears helpful, the inclusion of other
positions can occur in subsequent years.

Classroom Teachers

The formula developed to allocate cIasstoom-teacher positions has the
general formula given below:

Number of
= BASE + ADJUSTMENT

Teachers

The BASE portion of the formula allocates an initial number of teachers

to each school based on enrollment..

The ADJUSTMENT portion of the formula then "fine tunes" the allocation

by adding to or subtraCting froth the original number of teachers in accordance

with certain.characteristics of the student.population. .Some schools gain

teachers, other lose them. The sum of the gains equals the sum of the losses-
The AbJUSTMENT does not add to the total staff districtwide butredistri-

butes them within predetermdned limits. The 'ADJUSTMENT portion of the

formula contains the,information (variables) used'to alter'the EASE allocation.
The.variables are weighted so that those deemed to be most important have the

greatest impact on the ADJUSTMENT value.

XII -3
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After this basic approach was determined, the'variables to be used were
selected and tne relative importance-of each was determined. As:

described in Appendix C of the Final Technical Report, input from the
Department of Elementary Education, the Office of Staff Personnel, and
the Advisory Principals'Team (APT) was received in this process.

The firSt Step involved creating a list of variables that might possibly.
be used: The variables .considered were those thought to have the greatest
refevance,to the activities of the classroom teacher. They.are listed in

°Figure 1..

Variables Used in Analyses

FaCtor School- Size:

Enrollmeht

Factor 2: Educationaj and'Economic DeOrivation

Factor 3:

Percent Low-Income.Students
Number of Compensatory Education'Programs
Percentage of Students who are LEP
Does the School Have a Title I Program?

Student Diversity:

Student Achievement Diversity
Average.Achievement Level
Was the School Impacted by Desegregation?

Factor Special EdUcation:'

Percentage of Students Served By Special Education
Average Number of Minutes Students are Not Receiving

Special Education Services

Figure VARIABLES USED IN ANALYSES.

The number of Variables that can be considered is much greater than the
number that can be used effectiVely in a iormula. For the formula tO:,work
best,.the,variables used should not be redundant. That is, two variables
which in essence measure the same thing do not add anything,to the formula.
They netely load the formula in favor of that influence.

The second step was to statistically group the variables to determine, which
ones measured the same influenCes. .Figure'l shows how thevariabl&,.: cluStered.
One variable Was theh chosen to represent each factor. Those variables were
enrollment, percentage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunches,
achievement diversity, and the percentage of students-Rerved by-s'Ocial
education.

XII-4
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The third step was the determination of the relative.impact each variable

shodtd have on the adjustment done by the formula. .The Advisory PrinciPals'

foam set the relative importance of the three variables which enter the

adjustment at 3.5, 3, and 1. for achievement diversity, percent low-income,

and percent special education respectively.

-The final step was to run the analyses which set the actual weights and

produced the assigned. number of teachers for,each school. The-analyses

were done in such a way as to maximize theADJUSTMENT Without giving any

s'chool a PTR of greater than 30-to-1 -or less than 20-to-i.

As described above, the basic formula is as follows:

Number.of = BASE + ADJUSTMENT
Teachers

The. 'BASE portion of the f.ormula Was calculated as followS:

,BASE = ((GrK + Cr1)/22) ((Gr2 + Gr3)/26) + ((Gr4 + Gr5 +,Gr6)/28)

In the BASE portion of.the formula, GrK., Grl, etc.,, refer to'the projected

enrollment at each grade. The numbers.by which the projected enrollments.

are divided are based on staffing ratios used by the Office of Staff Personnel

in assigning teachers for 1981-82. The BASE. value then is an unrounded

number-of teachers to be assigned using.those ratios.

The ADJUSTMENT portion of-the fcirmula is as follows:

A
I 1

ADJUSTMENT =.((.7105ACHZ) + (.609INCZ) + (.203SPEZ)), (ENROLLMENT/467.77)

In this formula, "A" can' be called'the "adjustment term" and "B" can be

called the "size correction'term."

The adjustment term is computed from weights and z-scores. The sum of the

parts in this term for each school tells.how extreme ,ae adjustment should

be and whether it should be positive or negative. The variables ACHZ, INCZ,

and SPEZ are defined as'follows:

ACHZ is a measure- of achievement diversity,expressed as a z-score.

-INCZ is the percentage of students in the s'chool who qualify for

a free or reduced-price lunch expressed as a z-score.

SPEZ is the perLentage of studentu in the school who are served by

special education expressed as a z-score.

Generally, z-scores range from about -3 to +3. They have the convenient

characteristic of summing to zero'(or to'a value closeto zero) when .

summed across cases (schools). Because' the variable§ used in the formula

arenot correlated,-the sum of the products between the z-scores and the

weights should be zero or close to,it. Therefore, the adjustment term

does not add new-staff but simply redistributes them.

Notice that the weights in the adjustment term are not 3.5,3, and 1 as

set by the principals. They are .7105, .609, and-.203 respectively.

XII -5
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The,aetual weights cannot be used directly in the formula. What is,

important is that the weights that are used have the correct ratio. For
example,-3.5 times the Weight of .203 is .7105.. The.correct proportion
has been' maintained: .The weights used are the original weights multiplied
by .203.

The'"B" portion equalizes the impaPt of the adjustment.to large and small
school allocations. Without B, the formula would unduly impact
sehOols both positively and negatively.

Teacher Formula Results: The results of applying the formula using 1981-82
projected enrollments can be found im Figure 2. ,The range of the adjustment.,

. was,from :-4.39 to 1.786 teachers; i.e., one school loSt 4.39 teachers and
gne school gained 1.786 teachers. The average adjustment was +.809
teachers. The resulting range.of PTR (calculated by dividing the-projected
enrollment by the number of teachers roundec1 off ,to the nearest whole
number) was,from 21.8 at Bryker Woods to 29.9 at Doss with an average
of 25.5. If conditions exiSted so that.the projected number of teachers
rounded to the nearest whole number could'be'assigned to the schools, 36
of thefil sthools would get a,different number than they would if the
rounded BhSE value were used.

What Have We Learned? First we have learned that it j_s possible in .

principle to redistribute teacher positionS equitably So that infprmation
other than enrollment is taken into account in making assignments.

What is less clear is whether the particular combination of variables
and weights in this formula produces results that are satisfactoiy to
those involved. The-research literature does not seem equal to the task
oE determining what the weights and variableg 'should be. Those decisions
must be made by some person or group if the formula.is to be used. Who
is to make the decisions remains unclear.

That the step from producing the,adiusted allocation to actually assigning
a numbeT of teachers to each grade at each School is a large step is also
evident', .The extent to which the modified numbers.can be maintained iC the

. face of the realities of.the law and particular school conditions remains
to be Seen.

Recommendations'

. 1. That the assignment of.staff to schools be done fOr the 1982=83
school year in the saMe way as previous years..

2. That the results reported in Figure 2 be uSed as the basis of a
simulation by the Assistant Director of Personnel for Elementary
Schools.
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School

Grade
Span.

Projected
Enrollment
1982-83 BASE + ADJUSTMENT =

NUMBER
OF

TEACHERS

Pupil/
,Teacher
Ratio

Allan K-3 646 26.531" - .085 = 26.446iC 24.8

Allison 371 15.605 + .044 = 15.649 23.2

Andrews K-6 693 26.904 - .255 = 26.649 25.7

Barrington K,4-6 471 17.484 -I- .737 = 18.221* . 26.2

Barton Hills K-3 240 10.014 - .001 = 10.013 24.0

Becker K-6 633 25.205 +1.230 = 26.435* 24.3

Blackshear. K,4-6 432 15.789 +1.030 = 16.819* 25.4

Blanton K,4-6 487 18.162 + .603 = 18.765* 25.6

Brentwood K-3 230 9.517 - .595 = 8.922* 25.6,

Brooke K,4-6 333 12.380 +1.590 = 13.970* 23.8

Brown
Bryker Woods

K-6
K-.3

562 22.378
8.140

+ .31,8

+ .395
=

=

22.696*
8.535*

24.4
21.8

Campbell K,4-6

.196

330 12,234 +1.158 = 13.392* 25.4

Casis K-3 329 13-.591 + .683 = 14.274 23.5

Cook K,4-6 689 25.367 +1.259 = 26.626* 25.5

Cunningham K,4-6 627 23.211 - .394 = 22.817 27.3

DawsOn K-6 648 25.660 +1.037 = 26.697* 24.0

Doss .
K-6 538 20.517 -2.580 = 17,937* 29.9

Gbvalle K-3 653 27.416 - .356 = 27.060 24.2

Grahath Ki4-6 291 10.812 - .120 .. 10.692 26.5

Gullett K,4-6 300 10.987 + .991 = 11.978* 25.0

Harris 1-6 548 20.942 - .012 = 20.930 26.1

Highland Park K-3 346 14.252 - .067 = 14.185 24.7

Hill K-4 378 15.239 -1.886 = 13.353* 29.1

Houston K-6 .1,062 42.023 -1.689 = 40,.334* . 26.6

Joslin K-6 810 30.917 -1.526 = 29.391* 27.9

K-6 1,003 39.420 -1.084 = 38.336* 26.4
,L.ingford

Lee K-6. 313 12.325 - .894 = 11.431* 28.5

Linder K-6 493 19.675 - .364 = 19.311* 25.9

Maplewood 432 16.866 + .533 = 17.399 25.4

Mathews K-6 287 11.359 + .100 = 11.459 26.1

Menchaca, K-6 462 18.300 -1.509 = 16.791* 27.2

Metz K-3 420 17.427 I - .316 = 17.111 24.7

Norman. K-3 221 9.115. .- .094 = 9.021 24.6

Oak Hill K76 977 39.165 =' -4.390 = 34.775* 27.9

Oak Springs 483' 20.234 + .620 = 20.854* 23.0

Odom K-6 869 33.775 -1.310 = 32.465* 27.2

Ortega K,4-6 -213 7.968 +1.258 23.7

Pease 1-6 .
205 7.719 - .640 = = 29.3

Pecan Springs K-3 307 12.815 - .169 = 12.646 23.6

Pillow K73 314 13.231 -1.543 = 11.688* 26.2

Pleasant Hill K-6 581 22.642 - .968 = 21.674* 26.4

Read 5-6 409 14.607 + .743 = 15.350 27.3

Reilly -K-6 313 12.332 + .222 = 12.554* - 24.1

*Indicates a school-where the' NUMBER OF TEACHERS value rounded tO the nearest whole

number is different from the rounded BASE number.

Figure 2. THE RESULTS OF APPLYING THE TEACHER ALLOCATION FORMULA. .

(Page. 1 of 2) . XII-7
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School
Grade
Span

Projected
Enrollment
1982783 BASE + ADJUSTMENT =,

NUMBER
OF

TEACHERS

Pupil/
Teacher
Ratio

Ridgetop - K.-.6 222 8.579 + .067 8.646 24.7
Rosedale K,.4-6 211 7.808 + .539 = 8.347 26.4
Rosewood 1-73 141 5.850 - .074 5.776 b 23.5
St. Elmo K-6 539 21.038 - .347 = 20.692 25.7
Sanchez K-3 355 14.843 + .433 . 15.276 23.7
Sims. .. K-3. 225 9.444 + .189 . 9.633* 22.5

,Sumnitt .K-3 271 11.374 -1.294 = 10.080* 27.1
Sunset Valley K-3 649 26.962 - .688 = 26.274* 25.0
Travis Heights K-6 708, 27.858 - .424 27.434* 26.2
WalnUt Creek
Webb

K,4-6
4-6

245
729

9.023
26.036

+ .384
+ .910

. 9.407
26.946*

27.2
27.0

Williams K-6 905 35.026 -3.329 = 31.697* 28.3
Winn :. K-4 554 22.131 + .017 22,.148 25.2
Wooldridge .K,4-6. 498 18.399 +1.254 = 19.653* 24.9
Wooten K-3 379 15.773 + .149 . 15.922 23.7
.Zavala k,4-6 316 11.909 +1.786 13.695* 22%6
.Zilker y.-6 442 17.428 - .095 . 17.333 26.0

*IndicatQs .a school where the-NUMBER OF TEACHERS value rounded to the nearest whole
number is different from the rounded BASE number.

-Figuxe 2. THE RESULTS OF'APPLYING THE TEACHER ALLOCATION 'FORMULA.
(Page 2 df 2)
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The purpose of the simulation would be to see the extent to which" the

constraints of the law, building size, variation in enrollment by grade,

etc. make it impractical to assign the number of teachers suggested by

the formula. The results twould be cOmbined with the initial allocation

already prepared by the ASsistant Directorfor presentation to the

.Superintendent, Associate Superintendent for Instruction, the Assistant

Superintendent for Elementary Education,,the Director of.Staff Personnel,

ahd the AAPSA Consultation Council. The deciSion to be made would be whether

or not to implement such a procedure for sssigning staff. If the formula

or a modification were adopted,'a decision wouldneed to be" Made about

:whether it should be put into-effect 'during the "leveling" process in'the

fall of 1982 or for the 1983-84 school 'year.

Assist.ant Rrincipals and Helping teachers

The approach to.developing -a formula for assistant principal and helping

teacherspositions was much the same as that used in creating the teacher

formula; hoWever, the results were not as satisfactory.

Possible variables for inclusion in the-formula, presented in Figure 3,

were factor analyzed-to give four factors in addition to school size.

Two variables, the percentage of classrooms housed in portable buildings

and the percentage of students in special education self-contained class-

rooms did not group with the others on anysfactor.

In developing the teaCher formula, the impact of the adjustment could

be monitored and.limited by setting bOunds on the resulting pupil-teacher

ratio. .The thoice of a limiting-factor in'developing a formula for

assistant principals and helping teachers was,not as straightforward.

CalcUlations with varying degrees of adjuStment showed that at one extreme

the schools are essentially ranked by size. At the other .extreme, Houston,

the District's largest elementary school, would not receive an assistant

principal or helping teacher. The diffiCulty is not knowing at what level

enough adiustment has occurredbut not too much.

The Team recommended the formula and,Weights listed below.

Number of -Enrollment

Assistant Principals
-

PAJ.
+ 3(LZ) +'4(BZ) + 2(DZ) + 1(SZ) + 1.(PZ)

where;

Enrollment/PAR = BASE, the.basic allocation. PAR is the districtwide

pupil to administrative assistant ratio.

LZ = the school's percent_low income expressed as az-score.

BZ =.the percentage of students arriving by bus expressed as a z-score..

DZ = tfle percentage of students with records on 'the Distiplinary Action

File expressed as a z-score.
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SZ = the school's percentage df students served by special education'
expressed as a z-score.

PZ = the 1:.!rcentage of classrooms lotated in portable buildings
expressed as a z7score.

Note that the APT advised .c?.xcluding the average achievement leVel and'the,
percentage of students in self-contained special education classrooms as
variables in the formula.

Variables Used In Analyses

0

Factor 1:

Factor 2:

School S:tze:

Enr011ment

'Economic and Educational,Deprivation:

Percent Low Income
Percentage of Teachers whO Teach in Compensatory

Education Programs
Number of Compensatory Education Programs
Percentage of Students who Are'LEP(7,
Does the School Have a Title I Protram?

Factor 3: Special Education:

Percentage of Students Served by Special Education
Average Number of Minutes Students are not Receiving

Special Education Services
Student Achievement Diversity

Factor 4:. Desegregation:

Percentage of the Students'Arriving by ,Bus
Was the School Impacted by Desegregation?

Factor : Achieyement:

Average Achievement Level

Variables not Included in any Factor:

,Percentage of Classroons Housed in Portable Buildings
Percentage df Students in Special Education Self-Contained
, Classrooms

Figure : VARIABLES USED.IN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL AND HELPING:TEACHER
FACTOR ANALYSES
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The group could not reach a consensus on

a. how much .adjustment was enough, but not too much, and-

b. how to.coordinate the assignment of assistant princ4als,

helping teachers, and counselors.

"The disCussion with the APT and .others revealed that a great amount of

.

diversity exists fkoM school'to- school in the roles of persons in these

three positions.. This creates a problem for developing'a formula

because a formula depends on a clear, understanding of the role of the

Position and the factorS which influence performance in that role.

Either sOmeone (or some group).in authority must make these statements

or a consensus must:exist among the users of the formula. Perhaps the

most important finding resulting from the attempt to develop a,formula

for providing administrative assistance is that the roles of assistant

.principals,-helping teachers, and counselors are not clearly defined or

differentiated. Apparently there is Variation across the District in
the.activities performed by persons in these Positions at the elementary .

level.

It was the advice of the APT that,the staffing of assistant principal

and'helping teacher positions continue as in,the past. It appears that

counselors have been assigned by a.separate process in the past. The

principals advised that the assignment of counselors be coordinated with

the other'two positions to ensure equiy, at least as far as the current

Chapter 1 and SCE regulations allow.

Recommendations: The recommendations below are based on'the following

"conclusions or assumptions

1. The positions of assistant principal, counselor, and helping teacher

all provide administrative support. Persons in these positions perform
activitiesthat would be done by the principal if the school did not

have the assistance.

2. 'The assignment of.these staff. positions should be coordinated so

that some schools are not'overly endowed with support.

The first recommendation is.that the threepositions be assigned by the

persons with that responsibility (e.g. Superintendent, Associate Super-

intendent fot Instruction, Assistant Superintendent. for Elementary-
Education, etc.) based on their best assessment of the needs of the schools.

-To aid in that process, an assessment of the special need for administrative

assistance was calculated lor'each'school. The results have been provided

to'the Assistant Superintendent fot Elementary Education for possible use

along with other information in staffing for 102-83.

The assessment of special need was based on the fOrmula elow.

Special Need = 4(BZ) + 3(12) ± l(SZ) + l(PZ)
For Assistance

where the variables BZ, LZ, etc. have the definitions given above.

-

26Z)
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The variables and weights in the'fortula are identical to those recommended
by the APT except that the discipline variable has been removed because
it was felt to be of a different type from the rest. The discipline at th
school is not independent of the administration as the other variables a e.
It is not agiven" at the school but is partially a product of the sch ol's

-/rules, procedures, etc. The extent to which schools differ.in their potential
for discipline problets should be accounted for by the other variabys;
therefore, to fnclude a measure of die actual level of discipline/reports
would have the impadt of rewarding schools with poor behavior Management
practices And punishing schools with good management practices.

.The formula results are found in'Figure 4. They are_labeled "Special Need"
and have been rounded to the nearest whole number. The values range from 14
to 8 with a. mean of about zero. Therefore, those schools with_values
'greater than zero are above average; i.e., they have greater than average needs.
Those with scores belowzero, the negative values, are below average in need.

t;

The secori-d recoMmendation is that the final assessment of assistant printipals,
.. counselors, and helping teachers be studied and an attempt made to "capture"'
the policy by which the AsSignments were made. Even in the case where the
individuals making.a dedsion are not fully aware of the rules by which they
made their decisions, often those actions can be captured by analyses so that
a formula results which produces the same outcome. Such a project can make
explicit how staff is assigned.

The results of a policycapturing attempt should provide the basis for-
forMulating a model of how theSe positions should be assigned. It is unlikely
that the formula from the policy capturing would provide a Model that is
completely adequate, but it would provide a starting place from which to work.
Adjustments tan then be made so that the formula better fits an acteptable
conceptual sdheme.

Counselors

Counselors have traditionally been asSigned primarily to Title I schools.
This is due partly to the fact that the first elementary counselors were
funded by Title I and partly to the need for additional staff positions
.to ensure Title I comparability. Thus, their assignment appears td have
been done somewhat independently of the assignment of assistant principals
'and helping teachers. It was the view of the Advisory PrinciOals' Team
that counselors ought to be assigned as part.of the same process that assigns
the other two positions. The proposed regulations for Title I's replacement,
Chapter I, would seem to make this more feasible in that they appear to
be less rigid..

The APT also recommended that halftime counselors not be assigned.

1
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School

Staff in
1981-82 Percentages Used in Calculating

Asiistant.
Principal

Helping
Teacher Counselor

Low

Income
Special

Education
Portable
Classroops

_._

Houston . I I. .391 .073 .360

Langford 1

.0

'0 I ..433 .081 .130

Jak Hill . 1 0 0 .075 .061 .170

Williams 1 0 1 .143 .070 .230

Odpm 1 0 I .328 .096 .310

Joslin. 1 0 I' .340 .085 .350
Webb 1 0 _I .395 .091 .000

Travis Heights 0 1 1 .459 '.101 .320
Andrews 0 0 1 .511 .093 .130

Cock 1 0 1 '.479 .104 .300
Govalle I 0 I .657 .074 .000
Sunet Valley 0 0 LI ..440 .117 ; .300
Dlwson 1 0 I .698 ..189 .320
Allan
Becl.:.er

1

0

0

1

I

1

.571
.865

.093
.127

.000

.200
Cunningham 1 0 . 0 .270 .112 .180
Pleasant Hill 0 0 1 .329 .119 .530
Brown 0 0 1 --I39

Winn 0 1 1

.603

.579 .084
.070
.070

Harris 0 0 . 1 .486 .108 .140

St. Elmo 1 0 .39.4 .154 .220

Doss. 0 0 0 .013 -063 .000 -

Wooldridge 0 1 0 .510 .140 .000
Linder 0 1 1 .439 .089 .230
Blanton 0 0 11 .485 .139 .000
Oak Springs 0 1 I .735 .159 .130
Barrington . 0 0 0 .471 .120 .240

Menchaca 0 0 . 0 .117 .087 .170
Zilker 0 3 1 .483 .131 .300
Blackshear 0 0 1 .550 .136 .000
Maplewood 0 0 1/2 .664 .126 .340
Metz 0 '0 1 .629 .061 .100

Rea 0, i 0 .317 .079 .080
: ten CO 0 1/2 .519 .201 .000

ill 0 0 0 .053 .081 .000

Allison O 0 1/2 .837 .115 .000

Sanchez. 0 0 1/2 .666. .098 ,.011...)

Highland Park 0 O. 0 .486 .103 .00
Brooke .0 0 1 .585 .137 .040

Campbell 0 1 1 .714 .095 .070
Casis 0 0 0 .585 .133 .050
Zavala 0 0 1 .606 142

i .

.310

Pillow 0 0 0 .134 .089 .000

Lee 6 0 0 .248 .101' .130
Reilly 0 0 0 .487 .160 .000

Pecan Springs 0 -. 0 1/2 .565 .131 .000

Gullatt 0 -0 0 '.427, ,156 .080

Graham 0 0 0 .369 .074 .000

Mathews. 0 0 0 .576 .115 .000
Summitt 0 0 0 .124 .034 .290
Walnut Creek 0 0 1/2 .598 .124 .000
Barton Hills 0 . 0 0 .502. .149 ..140
Brentwood 0 0 0 .362 .095 .000
Sims 0 0 1/2 ,.640 .150 .000

Ridgetop 0 0 1/2 .661' .084 '.000

Norman 0 0 4 .64lt .108 .130

Ortega 0 0 0 ...379 .250 .000

Rose'dale 0 0 11 .637 .211= .000

Pease 0 0 0 .223 .044 .000

Bryker Woods 0 0 0 .527 .140 .190

Rosewood 0 0 4 .752. .046 .000

z-scores
Students Enroll- Speclaf
Bussed ment Need

.003
1:00023

-6

.360 -1

.806 977 0

,I81 -905 -8

.000 869 -7

.447 810 0

.868 729 5

.383 ,708 1

.258 693 -I

.339 689 I

,407 653 2

.537 649 4

.000 648 - 2

646 4: 602

:000 633 2

,.242
.207

-130
.552

.214

.000

.T5

.216

.364

.488

.658

.972

.014

.499

.000

.471

.876

.190

.113

.000

.387

.514

.398

.562

.601

.547
,446.

.007

.007

.086

.420

.390

.484

.938
.446
.569
.000
.405,
.000
.711
.445

.336

.009

.494

.731

62/
581

562_

-4

-1
-a

554 3

548 -2
539 -5

538 -14
498 -1

493 -2
487 0

483 7

471 6

462 3

442 -3
432 3

432 0

420 3

409 4

379

378 -12
3.. -1

355 '9

346 I

.333 2

330 6.-

329 5

316 7

'314 -5

313 -9

313 -5

307 -3
300 I

291 -3
287 3.

271 3

245 3

240 5

230 -8
225 3

222 -4
221 8

213 5

241 4

205 -12
196 4

141 7

Figure 4 SPECIAL NEED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE AgSISTANCE AND PERCENTAGES USED
IN CALCULATIONS. Schools are ranked by projected 1982-83 enroll-.
ment. Under "Staff in 1981-82;" a one indicates a full-time
positiona 11 indicates a half-time position.

.
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Recommendation: It is recommended, as described in the previoUs_section,
that cbunselors be assigned.as part-of the-same protess that/assigns
assistant principals and helping teachers. It seems best'tO, consider the

.
entire range of possible administrative staff-when making/those decisions.
Implicit in this recommendation is the freeing of counselor assignments from
the large influence Title I designation has traditionally had. Many

Title I Schools woUld retain their counselors. However, some smaller
Title I.schools might lose them, especially if ha1f7time counselors were
-not employed: As seen in Figure 4, Barrington iS a larger' school than

Pecan Springs. Barrington bas.a greater need'for/administrative assistance
than Pecan .Springs (+6 Vs: -3) yet Pecan Springs,:a Title I school, has a
half-time tounselor and Barrington does not.

Other PositionS_ ,

'The APT believed thatthe special area teachers (art, music, and physical
education) and librarians should be assigned by the guidelines prepared
by a special principals' committee-several years ago. Those guidelines

are listed below'. .

Librarians

Full-time librarians for schools with enrollment of 300 or more.
Half-time librarians for schools with enrollment under 300.

Special Area Teachers

Music and PE: One unit for each 300 students at grades K-3 and
one unit for each 230 students at grade 4-6.

Art: No units at grades K-3. One unit for each 700 students in

grades 4-6.

Band and Orchestra: ,Based on the number of participants, one
unit for 260 students.

The assignment of special education teachers appears to be a position
for which a formula might be useful in making allocations because the
number of teachers/would appear to.be a function of two variables,
contact hours and diagnosis. However, resources were not available to

work on a'special education formula. The plan for 1982-83 is to assign
teachers, by contact hours.

Recommendation: With the possible exception of special education teachers,
the positions in this section would appear to be best assigned by enrollment.
It is recommended that the above guidelines be used as previously recommended'
and that the principals be informed as to the pr -dures used in making

those assignments. Specific guidelines should 1% 7el7 ed by Elementary

Education for the assignment of special educatim. -,chers, and tfiose

guidelines should be made available to principals. If requested, ORE
could provide assistance in the development of the special education formula.

XII-14
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Evaluation Design

ABSTRACT .

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: Elementary Staffing Study 1981-82

Contact.Persons: Patsy Totusek, David Doss

No. Pages: 11

Summary:

The evaluation design is a one-year plan of evaluation 14-c-irk for the project.

It provides a brief project and.evaluation summary, the major decision and

evaluation questions to be'addressed, other information needs, dissemination

plans and information sources to be used.

The Elementary Staffing Study is a one-year study to develop a formilla for

determining the allocation of perSonnel positions and services for individual

campuses. The formula'Will be."weighted" and .may take into account such items

as the following:, enrollment, multiplicityof programs, achievement levels,

socio-economic status, attendance, signiriCant change of students/staff,

Special Education Programs, and Gifted and Talented Programs. The evalua-

tion has four objectives:

Identification of the factors whic'h should be taken into
'consideration in the assignment of personnel to elementary

campuses.

Determination of the "weight" to bE, assigned to each factor.

Development of an allocation fOrmula using the identified

factors and weights.

Identification of the advantages and disadvantages associated
with the-use of the devised formula.

.
The Office of Research and Evaluation will repbrt to the Superintendent

and the Consultation'Council of the Austin Association of Public School

AdMinistrators (AAPSA) on the results of tilis evaluation during the summer

of 1982.

XII -15
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technical Report ABSTRACT

. Title: FINAL TECHNiCAL REPORT:. 1981-82 ElementarY Staffing Study

Contact Persons: David Doss, Patsy TOtusek

No. Pages: 118

Summary:

This report documents the purpose, procedures, and results for each
Information source.used in the Elementary Staffing Study. It contains
four appendices, each of which iS devoted to a single information source.
Each source.is used in answering:one or more evaluation queseions, decision
questions, and/or information needs from the Evaluation Design.

Each appendix contains:

An instrument description
.Purpose ,for administering the instrument
Procedures used to collect the data
Results

4Figures presenting the data.

The Technical Report contains the following appendices:

'Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

A:

B:

C:

D:

Literature Review
School.Districi,.Staffing Survey
Personnel'Interview
Staffing Formula.Deyelopment

a
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: ESAA/District Priorities Systemwide Desegregation

Contact Person: David Doss, Freda Holley

Major Positive Findings:"

.1. Extensive achievement analyses at grades 1-12 showed no consistent,
meaningful, negative impact of desegregation on student achievement
in'readingand Math for any ethnic-group.

2. Over 75% of the teachers and administrators who expressed an.opinion
agreed that studente are as well or better adjusted to desegregation
this year then theywere last. year.

3. 'About 70% Of teachers,and campus-level administrators with opinions
agreed that.desegregation problems St their schools were handled
as well or better thia year than they were last year.

f Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. High school students who are below the grade typical for.their.age haVe
a much higher thanrallerage probability of.dropping out of school.
This is,especially true,for Hispanics ofipoth sexes, Black females,
and Other females. heir "dropOut rates are 30%, 22%, and 24%
respectively.

2. Teachers, both elem ntary and,setondary, are much more likely than
administrators to l'st discipline as the largest remaining desegre-
gation-related prol4em.

EValuation Summary:,

In 'the fall of 1980, t e Austin Independent School District began impie/.?-
mention of a comprehen ive desegregation plan at grades 1-12.. 'With funds'
from the Emergency School Aide Act:(ESAA) and suppleMented by' District e

resources,' ORE conducted an extensive study of the districtwide effect§
of desegregation. This is the second year of that evaluation.. As in
the first year,'this eve'uationfocused on broad.questions relevant to
the systemwide impact of the desegregation order rather than on the .
specific activities funded from the ESAA grant.
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The first area of focus for 1981-82 was student achievement. In addition
to examining the impact of desegregation on student achievement during-the
second year, the evaluation reexamined the first year's iachievement,results
in slightly different ways and reviewed the literature on effective schools.
A series of brochures entitled "Successfyl'Desegregation: Principals do
Make a Difference,". "Successful Instruction: Principal§ do Make a
Difference," and "Student Achievement: Parents c .1Make a'Difference"
resulted from the literature review. A seri6 bf arthool effectiveness
questionnaxies ,for parents-, students,-atd teachers were also developed
far optional use by those interested in assessing and improving school
effectimenesS. The brochures and questionnaires are described elsewhere
in this volume.

The second area of interest was schoolaleavers. While "white flight" to
suburban and private schools in the wake of desegregation is a,lregnently
addressed topic, this evaluation eXplored the more general problem of-School-,
leavers, especially dropouts. We wanted to answer queStions.such as the
following:. How many students leave the school district annually? 'Do
they attend another school? Do they ever.come back? Can students at high
risk for dropping out, either due to desegregation directly or for:other
reasonS, the identified before they leave school?

The third major area of interest was in the.recruitment and hiring of
profesSional staff by the District. Theconsent deOree which established
the desegregation plan requies the Dist:rict to continue ite efforts-to
meet the goal§ of the Faculty/Staff. RecrUitment Plan, themdicir goal of
which is that the District attempt to employ teachers and administrators
in proportions wthith correspond to the ethnit-Makeup of the District

'students. The resnits are reported in the Faculty/Staff Recruitment
Report: Calendar Year. 1981, publication number 81.47: .An abstract Of
the report is found in this chapter of theFindings Volume.

Finally,. the evaluation continued some data collection concerning teachers
and administrators' reaction§ to desegregation through the annual district-
wide teacher and administrator:questionnaires.

The following report summarizes the findings of the evaluation. For more
detailed results the reader is referred to the 1981782 ESAA/District
Priorities.Systetwide Desegregation Final Technical Report, publication
number.81.73.

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

'In order to understand the way the achievement analyses forj981-82 were
done, one must understand two definitions--impadted school and reassigned
Student.

An impacted school is one that was s,ignificantly.altered in
its grade-Span or student composition as a result of the'
desegregation plan. At the elementary level, paired schools
were considered.to be impacted as were schools such as
'former sixth grade Centers which_underwent significant
changes in,their grade spans.

XIII-2
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Schools which lost one or more grades but did not receive

any students.from other areas Of the city werenot
considered impacted. Neither were schools which changed
from a K-5 school to a K-6 school.- At the junior high
level, all.schools were tonsidered impacted except Pearce
and Bedichek. At the seniOr high level, Anderson, Crockett,
Johnston, and Travis were considered to be'impacted.

A reassigned students is one Who lives at an address for
which the school assignment for the student's grade has
been changed as a result-of the 1971 or 1980 court orders.
StudentS attending sChools other than those to Which ihey
would normally be assigned were'not considered to be
reassigned but were classified as transfer students.

The achieveMent analyses for 1981-82 were done by grade and by e,thnicity
within grade for reading and math. Students.from the following three
groups were included in the.analyses:

Group 1: Nonreassigned Students in
nonimpacted schools.

Group Nonreassigned students in
impacted schools.

Group 3: Reassigned Students in
impacted SCzools.

Three sets of pairwise:comparisons were made between the three groups-,
.Group'l vs Group 2, Group 1 vs.Group 3, and:Grow 2 vs Group 3. The
logic of the analyses absumed that two influences related to desegregation
could act on the achievement of the students. The first Was the influence
tf being in an impacted school.. The second was the influeficedue to
being assigned to a.sthool away from one's traditional.school. In
.additioni,.the analyses were done in such a way as.to control for differences
between the,groups that might have arisen due to differences in income :or
sex.

Theresults showed no consistent, meaningful, positive or negative impact
of desegregation on student achievement in any ethnic group. These
findings are consistent with a reanalysis of the previous year's achieve-
ment data which,compared reassigned and nonreassigned students in impacted
schOols. The reaults showed no, consistent, meaningful: impact of reassign-
ment on.the achievement of-elementary students.. These two seta- of findings
.taken with the general improvement in achievement observed districtwide
.for the.last two years would seem to indicate that the impact of
desegregation on student achievement has been neutral. The'declines in

k'T

studelit achievement expected in some cirtles do hoe seeM to.have'
Materialized, and the.achievement gains by minority students anticipated

. by some do not seem to be in evidence.

XIII -.3'
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SCHOOL LEAVERS '.STUDY

The ley component of the school leavers study' was an attempt to track
the enrollment of a group of high-school-aged studentS for four years
from what should have been their 9th grade year, 1978-79, until the
present. Thestudy began with 4,829 fourteen year,blds who attended
'AISD schools at some time that year. 'District Tecords wera used to
monitor their-enrollment for the following three years and the PerManeht
Rebord'cards,of the school leavers, those who had withdrawn from AISD
far whatever,reason, were examined to determine whether they were drop-
outs or transfer students. Students with no record of a transcript
request from another school or district were considered to be dropouts.
Those with transfer requests were-considered to betrarisfer students,
although they could potenti4ly have dropped out bf their new Schools.
Fisnre 1 shows the results aS of the middle of the 1981-.82 school year.
About 70% of the students were Still attending AISD schools. . Where a
etermination Could be made for the remaining students, about half
were'dropouts and half were transfers siving a dropout rate of about .

12%. The 12% rate is a conservative estimate because some of those
who-were still in school this year could drop out before their school
careers have ended.

0.7

OTHER AND UNKNOWN
6.9%

Figuee 1. 1981-82 ENROLLMENT SIATUS OF STUDENTS'WHO WERE
14 YEARS OLD DURING THE 1978-79 SCH:JOL YEAR.

z,The results of tracking the students year by year were recorded in a
series of more than 20 "leaver lattices," figures that show the traffic
in and out of the Distribt-for different subgroups'. They are included
in the Technical Report referenced on page 2 of-this report. The basic
information from the leaver lattices is provided in Figure 2. An
examination of the figure shows that:

XIII -4
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a. The percentage of students leaving the District decreases

each year.

b. Losses during the summer are several times greater than

losses during the school year..

Returning Returning From. Leaving Leaving.

From an Earlier During During

Year Previous Year Year.- Year Summer

1978-79 92 (1.97) 614 (12.7%)

1.979-80 4171 (86.4%) 157 (3.3%) 438 (9.17)

1980-810 3723 (77.1%) .89 (1.8%) 76 (1.6%) 450 (9.3%)

1981-82 30,65 (63.5%) 22 (0.5%) 11 (0.2%)'*

* Through the middle of the schOol year.

Figure 2. MOVEMENT OF,SCHOOL-LEAVER-STUDY STUDENTS INTO AND OUT OF

AISD SCHOOLS OVER FOUR YEARS.

An examination of the leaver latticeS shows that tha probability ok

dropping out is not the same for subgroups based on.grade, sex, and

ethnicity. Figure 3 shows that .at the point where 11.7% of the students

had dropped out, a much higher percentage of students who were below

'grade level had quit-school.. This was especially true for Hispanics

of both sexes, Other females,,and Black females. The differential risk

of dropping out by subgroup raises the question of whether knowledge:

of such characteristics that are routinely available when students

enter high school cbuld-be useful in identifying potential dropouts..

Group

Percentage Who
Dropped Out

Students Below Appropriate Grade for Age , 22.0

Blacks 18.3

Males 16.2

Females 22.2

Hispanics 30.0

Males 29.3

Females 30.8 .

Others 17.7

Males 15.0

Females 21,4
,

' All Students Regardless,of,Grade 11.7

Figure* PEEaNTAGE OF STUDENTS WHO-DEOPPED OUT OF
- SCHOOL.



81.30.

To answer this question,,a discritinant Analysis was done using a 40%
sample of the students. The resulting prediction fbrmula was then
applied to the:other 60% of the sample.. The formula was able to
correctly identify.70.1% of the dropouts where 12.9% would have.been

correctly selected by change alone. The measures used inthe formula
in order of decreasing importance were

1. Grade point average for 1977-78:

2. Ethnicity (Black vs non-Black).

3. Sex.

4. Grade placement (on or above grade level vs below grade level).

5. Number of. serious discipline incidents.

. The dropouts tended to be female, non-Black, below grade level, with.low

. grade.point averages, and relatively more discipiine incidents. The
differences between the_groups on these measurescan be found in Figure 4.

. .

Characteristic
Students-Wlho...
Drop Out Stay In

1977-78 Grade Point Avera-ge

Ethnicity

78.2. .8A.2

Percent Black 15.5 16.8

Percent Hispanic 37.5 220
Percent Other 47.0 61.1

Sex

Percent Male 48.0 32.0

Percent Female 52.0 480

Percent Below 9th Grade
in 1978-79 33.6 .13.3

Median Number of Serious
Discipline Incidents .117 .048

Figure 4. 'COMPARISON OF STUDENTS WHO DROP our AND'
STAY IN ON MEASURE$J.NTERING THE DROPOUT
PREDICTION EQUATION,,

The final part of the School Leavers Study is combining resources- frot
ESAA and. (he Local/State'Bilingual Evaluation to interview a sample of
dropouts... The interviews Will not be cotpleted until later this summer, but
preliminary findings indicate (hat the Students who drop out are often
nonverbal 7loners" who drift through schOol until some incident, major
or minor, crystallizes.in theme decision to leave.school. They did not
appear inclined to discuss the deciSion with.others; they axe not
inclined to seek Out others for advice, not even, their parents. Such
characteristics suggest that any'dropout prevention program established
by-the Distri.chould actively-seek-Out-potential. dropouts, Perhaps
the first step in suai a program mould be to proviae a list of the
high risk students to junior high and high school:, counselors so they,
can seek them out early in title SChool yeeX.

-
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TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRES

Questions concerning desegregation were sent to a sample6f,teacheraand
administrators as part of the annual teacher and administrator questionnaires.
Four questions were asked of both groups.-

STUDENT ADJUSTMENT TO DESEGREGATION

The first. question asked the resp-ondents to Indicate their a greement with
the atateMent, "Students are as well or better adjusted todesegregation
.this year than they were last year." Over 75% of those.who stated.an

.

opinion indicated that they agreed or strnTlgly agreed with-the statement. ,

Teachers and administratOrs were in a high level of agreement on this item.

OF

The second item gauged the staff's agreement with this' statement, "Dgsegre-.

gatidn problems at.my school are being handled as well or better this year
than.they were last year." "Don't know" was the response given by 41%
of the cefitral administrators, 18% of'theelementary school administrators,
and 15% of the teachers. Of those eillo did have an opinion, the clear

majority agreed with the statement or strongly agreed with it. About

70% of the campus. administrators and teachers'with opinion's agreed with
the statement to some extent while only about 50% of the central

administrators expressed agreement.

TIME.A0 ENERGY FOR INSTRUCTION

The third statement to which.both groups were asked to,respond read, "How

much time and energy do conditionsin your school alloW you (or your
teachers) to devote to teaching thia.year, compared to last year?"-The
responses to this item were less unanimously positive...than they wet'e

to the first two. For that reason the results are presented in Figure 5.
In general_the elementary administrators seemed to sive more positive
responses than the Central administratorsland the teachers were in between.

Much Much

Group N Less Less Same More MOre

All Administrators 42 0 21. . 45 31 2 -

: Elementary 27 0 11'. 44 41 4

Central 0 40 47 13 0

All Teachers 7 23 49 17 4

Figure THE PERCENTAGES OF ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS .

RESPONDING TO. THE FOLLOWING QUESTION. ."How much

time and energY do conaitions in yaur schodi
allow you--(yaur-teachers) to devote to teaching ,

this year, compared.to last year?"

. 282
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The last item given to both groups was, open ended and asked the respondents
to describe the largest remaining problem related_to desegregation. Thtee
problem areas were most commonly listed by teachers and administrators--
bussing and transportation related_ptoblems, problems With providing a
high quality education to all students in a desegregated setting, and
problems related to attitudes and.interpersonal relations. The frequency
with.which ptoblems in these areas were listed differed from group to

: group as shown. in Figure'6. For- administratorS and secondary teachers,
transportation related problems were most frequently mentioned.

Administrators

1 Bussing, Transportation

Providing a High Quality.
Education to All

3" Attitudes and Inter-
personal lalations

Teachers
Elethentarv Secondary

Discipline, Bussing, Transportation

Bussing, Transportation Attitudes and interpersonal
Relations'

Providing a High Quality Discipline
Education to All

Attitudes and Interpersonal Providing a High Quality
RelatiOns Education to All .

Figure 6. 'PROBLEM AREAS-MOST:REQUENTLY CITED BY TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS IN RESPONSE
. TO THE FOLLOWING QT.TESTION. "What is the largest remaining problem relatedto desegregation?"

.

Elementary teachers were mOre likely to mention discipline problems.
Perhaps the most interesting aSpect of the responses to this question,

.comes with regard to discipline problems. Both sets of teachers frequently
listed discipline problems as the largest desegregation related problem
while no administrator listed it at all'. There is clearly a difference
between teachers and administrators in their perceptions of discipline
.problems related to desegregation. The extent of the problem can be
judged from the percentage of the responses that mentioned discipline
for each group--

Administrators 0%
Elementary Teachers 22%
Secondary Teachers 12%.

SATISFAcTION WITH CURliENT ASSIGNMENT AND.SCHOOL

In addition to these questions, teachers were asked another important
question related td desegregation. The question presented them with a
list of career options such as staying in their current school and
assignMent, moving-to an Aminiatrative position, and,taking a job
outside of education.- They were to assume that all. options were available
with no change in salary. The results summarized in Figure 7 indicate
that most teachers.are satisfied with the positiGns they now have although
a substantial percentage would like to leavePeducation On-a tdmporary
or permanent basis. The percentage.who chose an option that would take



61.30

them out.of the District was very close to percentage of professionals
who were reported to have left in the Faculty/Staff Recruitment Report.

Figure 8 is -taken from that report and shows the attrition rate for
professionals (teachers and administrators) by ethnicity for 1981.

Option Elementary. Secondary

Stay in same school. 66% ' 65%

Leave'AISD but stay
in education. -2% 4%

Take a year Off. 9% 6%

Le.aVe education. 6% 11%

Figure 7. TEACHER RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING
QUESTION. "If yOu had to choose
right now what you Wanted to do next
year, Which optic:in listed below
would you choose? Assume all are
available with no change in salary."

Ethnicity
Number Employed
December, 1980 Loss*

,Attrition
Rate**

Black 468 43 9.2%

Hispanic 455 83 18.2%

. Other 2,777 510 18.4%

TOTAL .3,700 636 17.2

a

'Number employed (12-8p) minds the number
employed (12-81).Plus the-n ber of new hire,

** 'Loss divided by number emp yea (1-81).

'Figure 8. ATTRITION RATE OF AtSD PROFESSIONALS
IN 1981.
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Evaluation Design .ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: ESAA/Districtwide.Priorities--Systemwide
Desegregation 1981-82

Contact Persons:" David Doss, Freda Holley-

No. Pages: 21

Summary:

The evaluation design is a one-:year plan of evaluatiOn work for this
project. It provides a brief project and evaluation summary, the
major ,decision and evaluation questions to be addressed, other information
needs, dissemination plan's, information sources to be used, data td be
collected, and Manpower resources required for each task.

The evaluation of the 1981-82 ESAA/Districtwide-Priorities--Systemwide
Desegregation,Orogram includes the following areas:

Student achievement
. School leavers

'Faculty/Staff Recruitment Plan

f-,
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: -ESAA/District PriorlieS--Systemwide
Desegregation 1981-82

Contact Persons: David Doss, Freda Holley

No. Pages: 166
,

Summary:

This report documents the purpose, procedures, and results for.each.
information source used in the Systemwide.Désegregation Evaluation
in 1981-82. It contains seven appendices, each of which is devoted
to a single information source or file. Each appendix answers one or
more decision -Eluestions, evaluation questions, and/or information needs
from the Evaluation Design.,

Each appendix contains:

An instrument description
Purpose for administering the instrument
Procedures used to collect the date
Results.
Figures presenting the _data

The Technical Report contains the following appendices:

Appendix A: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Appendix B: Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
Appendix C: Teacher Survey
Appendix D: Administrator Survey
Appendix E: School Leavers File
Appendix F: A Survey of the Literature on School Drcopouts
Appendix G: A Survey of the Literature on School Effectiveness
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT.

1

Title: Faculty/Staff2cruitment Report: Calendar Year 1981 -
January 1982

Contact Persons: Abraham Nelson, avid Doss

No. Pages: 47

Summary:

This report summarizes the District's efforts and progress toward
the goals stated ih. the Faculty/Staff Plan established by the Board
of Trustees in 1977: In general, the plan adopted.by the Board outlined
several specific goals for hiring and promotion. However, the-Major
long-range goals of the plan are as follows:

A. "The. AuStin Independent School District will make a continuous
effort to place male and female representation at all levels
of employment wherever possible."

B. "The Austin Independent School District will make a continuous
effort to attain the ethnic percentages of professional
personnel at all levels Which approximately correspond to,
'the eCtiniic percentages.of pupil enrollment."

Several Major positive findihgs are summarized in the report. First,

.the District has increased its percentages of Black and Hispanic
professionals,ambadministrators above 1980 levels. In addition,
female representation at the administrative.level has risen to 49.2%
(December 1980) from 45% (April 1979). Also, the District is hiring
Black professionals at 1.25 times the rate.they receive'teacher
certificates in Texas and Hispanic professionals at 1.4 times the .

rate they receive certification.

In spite of these positive trends, several areas of concern were
also mentioned. The acceptance rates for offers made'to Black'and.
Hispanic applicants are lower, 75% and 82% respectively,',than it is
for Others (94%). In addition, a lower percentage of male applicants
for professional positions receive job offers than female applicants;
Also, m9re than one in six professional empldyees leave 'the District
each year, which may suggest a problem for AISD.

In addition to these major findings, information on.the following
areas is reported:

ethnicity and sex of professional staff
areas of certification held by.professional staff
ethnicity .of student teachers
age.distribution of professionals

. .summary of recruiting for 1981
summary of professidnal hiring
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT .

Title: Descriptions of Several District Data Sources.

Contact Persons: John MacDonald, David Doss

'

No. Pages: 25

Summary:

During the fa!ll of 1981, ORE began planning a Study of school leavers.

The initial.Steps in planning the study were the determination of the

kinds of data available outside of ORE on school leavers and the docu-

Mentation of how that data is c011ected and updated. .This lociment

r'eports on five files:

StudenCMaster File .(STUMAST)
Student Family. File_.(FAMMAST)
Student Grade RepOrt File (SGR)
SGR-History
RePort of Disciplinary Actions (qsA)

In addition information is reported on the kinds of records kept on

local campuses.

Registration Records
Disapline Records
Counseling Records

XIII -13 288
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: A Report from ORE on . . . Desegregation 1980-81

.Contact Persons: David Doss, Freda Holley

No. Pages:

Summary:

.

This brochure summarizes the major ESAA/Districtwide Priorifies--
Systemwide Desegregation findings for 1980-81.. The areas distussed
include academic achievement, attendance, extended school day course
enrollment-, attitudes, of those affected by desegregation, and plans
for 1981-82.

Major findings concerning each of these areas,are discussed. Some

Of the most important findings are:

Generally, Anglo students who were reassigned gained as
. much or'more than their nonreassigned peers in Reading and

Math-on-the Iowa Testsof Basic Skills (ITBS).'

-2. Minority reassigned students did-not gain as much as their
nonreassigned peers.

3. 'Reassigned and, nonreassigned students did not differ in
attendance rates at any.grade level during the second through.
sixth six-week periods.

4. Reassigned students, regardless of ethnicity, Participated in
-extended school day courses at.much lower.tates than their non-
reassigned peers.

5. More than half of all parents returning the.parent questionnaire
reported experiencing,no more school-related probleus in 1980-81
than in the previous year.

6. Over 90%,of-the teachers interviewed reported that students
and staff in their schools,seemed to be'doing well with regard
'to the desegregation plan.

XIII -14
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-
Brochure ABSTRACT

Title: Successful Desegregation: Principals Do Make A Difference;

ORE Series on Effective Schools #1

Contact Persons: John MacDonald, David Doss

No. Pages:: One page'folded

Summary:

This brochure summarizes the findings from interviews with five
principals identified by instructional coordinators and area directors
as being particularly successful in easing their schools through the
transition to desegregation. Some of the thingd principals did to keep

their school running smoothly include:

Activities to introduce parents, staff, and students;

Activities to raise staff and student morale;

. .They were sensitiVe to concerns and sought parent and staff input;

. They made sure everyone knew rules_and routines.

X111-15
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BrOchure ABS TRACT.

Xitle: Successful Instruction: Principals DoMake A Difference:
ORE Series On'Effective Schools.: #2

Contact Persons: John MacDonald, DaVid Doss

No. Pages: One page folded

Summary:.

This brochure summarizes recent research which suggests that there-
are some conditions under a school's control that.can help improve'

achievement among lrwer income atudents.-Ronald.Edmonds -(1979),
who bas been studying effective schools,..believes the following things'
are characteristic Pf effective schoola;

The principal is a strong instructional leader;.
There is emphasis on basic skills instruction;
Pupil progress is monitored frequently; '

. School staff have positive expectations for all students;
The-school's climate is safe, orderly, and business-like.
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title:. Student Achievement: Parents Can Make A Difference!
ORE Series on.Effective SchoOls #3

Contact Persons: Nancy Baenen, lauren-Moede

No. Pages: one page folded

Summary:

This brochure summarizes recent.research which suggeSts that parent
involvement in the educational process can help student achievement.
Listed are activities parents can do with their children that studies
.have found to be related to achievement.

Comments:

This brochure is also available in a Spanish version.

XIII -17
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Questionnaire.' ABSTRACT

Title: Effective Schools Questionnaires

Contact Persons:

No:Pages:- 10

pavid Doss; ElaineiJackson _John MacDonald

Summa ;

A body 'of work called "effective schools'research" has been getting
a lot of attention lately, especially an article by Ronald Edmonds

. in Educational Leadership'(October, .1979).. ..Edmonds identified fiVe
'characteristics which distinguisli.effective and ineffective. schools
for students from.low-intorce families. While these:_characteristics

0 'do not represent a panadee for.all school problems,.they do represent
areas to which schools may want to look for imprOvement.

These questionnaires for teachers, parents, and students were developed
to provide principals witiOnformation about how these groups perceive
the school's performance on the five characteristics of effective
schools, that Edmonds has described. Instructions,for administering
and scoring the questionnaires are included, although there are no
norms available.

. XIII -18

C1



81.30

(81.52)

Occ as ional Paper. ABSTRACT

Title: On ImpleMentinourt7Ordered Desegregation: .14rhat Successful.

Elementary Principala po.

Contact Person: Faren'B. Carsrud

No. Pages: 10

Summary.

1\lu.merousstudies suggest that the leadership skills of school.principals'

.are linked to overall school effeCtiveness, It is also clear that school

.desegregation.can catse extreme o.27ganizational ,Conflict.,..making effective

.leadership difficult. ,From' the 63 elementary schools in the Austin Indepen-

dent School District, five principals.were nominated mostlrequently by

the 21 elementary_instructional administrators as having done an exemplary

job in implementing desegregation. These five principals Were interviewed in

a structured interview format in order to ascertain what techniques Or

behaviora.might accotnt fovitheir effectiveness.

Six major factors emeiged and are discusseewith relevant comments from each-

principal: (a) pre-school-year-meetings, (b) time.spent dealing with parents'

concerns and parental involvement,.(c) building staff and student morale,

(d) accessi;bility and visibility of the principals, (e) clear expectations

and enforcement of rules, and (f) active solicitation of.input from parents

and teachers.

It appears that the behaviors outlined would .be.important in the effeciveness

of any school principal.. However, the factors may be especially important

during times of major change, such as desegregation efforts.

.Comments;

, This paper was presented t the 1982 annual.meeting of the American Educational

Research Association in New York.
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Occasional Paper ABSTRACT

The Effect of Court-Ordered Desegregation on Minority Students
Achievement: There'd' No Place Like Home

Contact Person:': Karen H. Carsrud, JoSeph A. Burleson

No. Pages: 15

Summary:

This paper diScusses briefly the predicted or expected benefits of deseg-
regation, along with presenting a summary of previous reviews on the toPic.
Factors that may influence effective desegregation are discussed, with the
focus being on maximizing benefits and minimizing disadvantages of the de-

'segregation process.

The present study compared Achievement gains as a function of ethnic groUp
(White,.Black, SispaniC) and reassignment st'atus '(reassigned or nonreassign
ed) for a one-year period on, children in grades two through-eight..

B.esults indicated that in five out of seven grade levels, reassigned minor-
ity students made smallei gains in both reading and math than their non-
reaSsigned peers. Reassigned white students, by. contrast, gained more than
their aonreassigned peers in five out.of seven levels in math, and in four
out of seven grades in reading. The percentage of minority students in a"
class,.and the issues of white-flight and cpure shock arediscussed as
p:tential factors influencing the differenti 1 achievement gains.

,Comments:

This paper was presented at ,:he 1982 annual meeting of the American Educational'
Research Association 0.31ew.York-
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Project Title:. ESEA Title I

FINAL 'REPORT

6 Contact Persons: Karen Cararud, Freda Holley

1

iMajor PoSitive Findings:

1. Title I prekindergarten students made larger achievement gaits this
dr than last year. In addition, they made-gains that were larger

than the national average, and alSo larger than the gains of Migrant
ahd Title VII Students with comparable pretest scores.

2. Students in the regular Title I program met or exceeded the program
objectives at every grade level except grade 5. A't grades K; 2, and 3

'gains were especially impressive.

3. Low-achieving kindergarten and first-grade studenta in schoolwide
projects (with a pupil/teacher ratio of 15 to 1) made significantly
larger gains than students'in the regular Title 1 program.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. Kindergarten studentg.in Title I schools, spent an average of 4 hours
per day in noninstructional activities. This represents 61% of the

. total school day. . By comparison, Title TIprekindergartenostudents
-last year spentonly 56% of the time in noninstructional activities.

2. While Title I prekindergarten gtudents scored higher than comparable
students when.entering kindergarten; they no.longer showed an
advantage when they entered first grade or when they reached second
grade.'

3. ObservatiOns conducted in kindergarten classes revealed almost no
differences in the instruction of former prekindergarten students
and their kindergarten peers who had not participated in a pre-
kindergarten program. This finding may partially acqount for
the.failure of prekindergarten.students to maintain their
achievement advantage when they reach higher grade levels.

XIV-1
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Other Findings of Interest:.

The'Title'I prekindergarten classes this,year',had 16 students
per class and did not have a teacher aide.- In.previous years,
each class .had 20 students and a teacher aide. The higher gains
of the 1981-82 Title I preapdergarten students lend support
to local and national findings in previous years which indicate
that the use of aides does nOt contribute'to achievement gains.

Evaluation Summary:
0.

ESEA'Title I is the largest pf the.feddrally-funded compensatorykeducation
, programs. Its purpose is to provide supplemental instruction

iz ,7,he basic

skills to low-achieving students in schools with high concentrations of
.c.hildren from low-income familieS.

This year's Title I.program.prOvided instruction to children in 28
District,elementary schools, threenonpublic schools, and four
inctitutionS for neglected:end/or delinquent children. In.addition,
,Title I funded all or part of nine prekindergarten classes, and a
parental.invoivement component,

The results below are:summarized by program components. Greater
detail can be found in the 1981-82';ESEA Title I Technical Report,

'publication number 81.33..

THE REGULAR TITLE I .READING.IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

.HOW WERE STUDENTS SERVED BY THE REGULAR'TITLE I READING PROGRAM?

The regular TitleJ programIserved students in grades K-6 on 26 campuses,
Students scoring at or below the-30th percentile in reading (or the 30th
percentile in language for k\indergarten students) were eligible for
supplemental reading instrucLi.on by Title I teachers. Instruction was
provided in .the.regular classroom., in the r?ading center or lab, or in
bOth

Figure i dbmpares the number and percentage of students served in each
location' in 1979-80,.1980-81; and 1981-82.. An examination of the figure
indicates that a Zarger percentage.of TitZe Istudents were served in
tho classroom during 1981-82 than.in previous years.

. XIV-2
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1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

Lab # 1778 2239. 1169
58% 34%

Class # 1853 . 986 2033
% 47% 26% 59%

Both -# 331- 601 257
8% 16% -,7%

Figure 1. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS-
SERVED IN THE LAB, CLASS, OR BOTH.
LAB AND CLASS, ACROSS THREE YEARS.

DID THE REGULARTITLE I PROGRAM SHOW.POSITIVE ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS?

Yes,-to .some extent. The Title I program met or exceeded its-objectives
at every grade level, eXcept grade 5. Because these objectives are
based on the 1980-81 gains of Title I students'below the 30th percentile,
it appears that Title I students this.yegr gained more than comparable
students last year. The gains were especially greater than expected at
gradesK, 2, and 3.

Low-achieving students in Title I schools Were also compared with
low-achieving students wbo live in a traditiona1 7itle I attendance
area, but who are no longer receiving Title it;stAtien as a result

of desegregation of their school. Tignre 2 &-'1aws tVje gains for students-
in.regular Title T schools; students in Sch,A,AWide p5ects, and for
comparable students from former Title I atteilthnee 4-reas. These
comparisons revealed.that low-achieving students xn.former Title I"

areas gained more at grades K and 1, than stu4entS in regular Title I
schools. However, there were no other sfgnificant differences.
between these two groups of'students,. Although this might seem to
in&iate that there is no advadtage to students in Title I schools,
it should be noted that.students in former Title I areas may be higher
in.socioecenomic 'status. Thus, they might normally be expected to
show greater gains than.students in Title I schools.

Overall, the gains for students in the regular Title.l. program this
year are encouraging, when compared with,previous years. If the regular
Title I program.was indeed more effective in 1981-82, it is possible that-
this improvement is a result of a lager percentage of students being
served in the regular clasSroom, rather than on a "pullout" basis in the
reading lab or center. -
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.11

1.0

. 9o

103 .80

0

0 .70

to

S.

.60

,tojruItir Title I

El Schoolwide Project
Former Title I Area

G redo K Grads 2 Gmde 3 Gmde 4 Gmde 5 Gmde_

Figure 2 AVERAGE GAIN IN READING GRADE EQUIVALENT FORpLOW-ACHIEVING
STUDENTS IN THREE TYPES OF SCHOOLS'. CGrade 1 nOt shown,
because gains are measured differently at that grade level.)

TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

HOW DO SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS DIFFER PRO THE REGULAR, TITLE I PROGRAM?

When the concentration of low-income students at a School eXceeds 75%,
the Education AdMendments of 1.978 provided for use,of Title,I funds
and supplemental local funds to be used in reduc,ing the overall,pupil/
teacher ratio wiOin the school. In a regular Title I school., teachers
funded by Title I provide services only to children below the-District's
Title I eligibility cilterion. These services muSt be supplemental tp .

the instruction provided by the classroom teacher. HoWever, in a
Title I .schooIwide prOject,.teachers paid from,Title I,fundg' function
as regular classroom,teaChers with students of miXed achiev'ement levels
and a lower pupil/teacher ratio. This lower pupil/teacher ratio is
in effect for the entire day, not just during reading instruction.

TWO AISD schools, Allison and Becker,'have had Title I schoolwide
:projects for the last two years -(1980-81 and 1981-82)!. Title I funds
and supplemental local.funds were used to reducethe pupil/teacher ratio
to approximately 15:1 in these schools.
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WERE THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJEcTS SUCCESSFUL IN RAISING ACHIEVEMENT -

OF LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTSf

Yes, at the lower grade levels. Figure 2:col:pares achievement gains

of stueents in regular Title I schools, students.in schoolwide prOjects, .

and students Erom traditiOnal Title I attendance areas now in schools

without Title I services. At grades X and 1, there wasa_significant
,zioant.age for schoolwide project students.over students in reg4Zar

even though the regular Title I program met or exceeded its

objectives at these grade levels. HoWever, at grade 4, schoolwide'

project students gained significantly less than students in regular

.Title Lschoola. At other. grade levels,.there were no,statistically
significant differendes between students-in regular Title I. schools
and schoolwide projects, although there was-a slight trend for school-

wide project students to show greater.gains'than-S-ttdents in regular
Title 1 schools at grades-Z, 3, and 6,

HOW DO THESE RESULU COMPARE TO THOSE FROM THE FIRST YEAR OF ,

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS?

Last year,-atudents in the schoolwide projects gained- more than students

in regular Title I schools at every grade level. On the average,

schoolwide project students that year gained two months more than

low-aChieving students in tegular Title I schools.

In 1981-82, however, the-gains of regular Title I students were higher

than in previous years,. Thus, the advantages of schoolwide projects
over a successful regular Title I program are clearly apparent only

-at the earlier grade levels.

PREKINbERGARTEN PROGRAM

WHAT IS THE TITLE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM?

The Title I prekindergarten.program consists of-nine full-day pre-
kindergarten classes for-four-year-olds. During this fourth year of

the program, Title I prekindergarten classes were located at
Rrown (two classes), Maplewood, NormanOrtega,.Rosewood, and Sims.
In addition, -two classes, one at Allan and one at Ridgetop, were
funded 50% by Title I and 50% by Title I Migrant.

HOW DID THE GAINS OF THE TITLE 1 PREKINDERGARTEN-pROGRAM COMPARE
WITH ACHIEVEMENT GAINS'OF PREVIOUS YEARSY

The Title I prekindergarten students continued to.gain more on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) than the average four-year-old,
and more:than comparableTitle I Migrant and Title-VII students.. The
gains for this year were also larger than last yeaes gains. FigUre

shows gains on the PPVT for the various *prekindergarten programs across
the years.- (Gains shOwn are for students who answered correctlY at
least eight items in a row, to reach a "basal" score.)

1
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Title I Title I

(N-172)

1979-R0

Migrant

(P,94).

19noxl

Yr12.47

VItlet
IN,"0

VII

(1,1-62)

Figure 3. AVERAGE GAIN IN STANDARD SCOKES FOR STUDENTS IN THREE
TyPts OF PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS.

WERE THERE ANY'DIFFERENCES IN GAINS, AMONG THETHREE. PROGRAMS
'BETWEEN-THOSE STUDENTS WHOSE SCORES WERE RELATIVELY. LOW,
MODERATE, OR HIGH ON THE PRETEST?

Yes, the gains for students with relatiVely high preteqt scores did not
differ aMong the_three programs. HoweVer, among students with lower
pretest scores, Title I students gained more than:Title I Migrant and'.
Title VII.students.

WHAT DID TITLE I PREKINDERGARTEN TEACHERS SAY ABOUT THE PROGRAM?

In an.individual interview with each prekindergarten teacher, the teachers
were asked to describe their classroom activities. Title I prekindergarten
teachers indicated that they primarily used English.in teaching their
class,-and that the AISD curriculum was their main curriculum. The.
Title I teachers also described using checklists to monitor indiVidual
student.progress, and-use of small:instructional groups'to supplement
large-group instruction. 7

In previous years, each Title I prekindergarten class had an aide, although
the class size was larger. For 1981-82, the class size was reduced t6
16, but there was not an aide for any of the classes. 'Most teachers
saw many drawbacks in not, having an aide. Several teachers felt that they
could not supervise all the children as well; the teacher w-as not Covered
in an emergency; there was no one to help with materials; field trips
were mpre difficult, etc. Nevertheless, achievemenf gains.this year were
greater than for Zast year, suggesting that the Zack of an aide might
be merely inconvenient, rather than detrimental to.instruction.
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DO FORMER PREKINDERGARTO STUDENTS CONTINUE TO MAKE-GOOD GAINS IN
, .KI.NDERGARTEN AND BEYOND':

...,
.

,

,

- ReSults this year'and in.the two previous years have shown that the
. former prekindergarten students entered kindergarten scoring above

: 11
. theirclaSsmates. However, these students are no longer outscoing

thel.r, classmates by the beginning-of first grade, or when they
. reach second grade.

II WHAT, FACTORS MIGHT EXPLAIN THE FAILURE OF PREKINDERGARTEN'STUDENTS. . .

: -TO .MAINTAIN THEIR ACHIEVEMENT ADVANTAGE?
.

Clas room Observations of kindergarten students were-conducted to
determine if there were any differences in the-instruction .:.".

.

. of-former prekindergarten students and their. kindergarten

I
peers who did not participate in an AISD Prekinder-
garten program. :The obserVations rairealed that 76%.
of theltime actually spent in formal instruction was

, II ,

spent in whole-class- instruction, or in instruction
received,outside the class' (such as art, music, or

.

P.E.)..
"Itr'It.i

...

: II
Thus, it is not surprising that the only statistically significant
difference between the two groups .of stuaents was quite small: former
prekindergarten students spent-an'average of-three minutes less per

11

day in the lowest level Of instructional group. (ConiTersely, there
was'a-marginally significant trend for former prekindergarten students.
to spend an average of five filinutesmore per day in the highest

I
'level. instructional grOup.-)

.

,.

.

..
.

Although there are 'some-disadvantages of individual or ability-grouped
instruction, it does'appear that the current kindergarten program_for

II advantage. It seems important to consider ways of maintaining their '

former prekindergarten students does not build on-their achievement

relative g'ailis when these students reach higher grade levelS.

DID THE'CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS REVEAL ANY OTHER IMPORTANT FINDINGS? '

The results indicated that kindergarten students in Title I schools
spsnt approximately 95 minutes (25%) of their time in formal in-
structiOnal activities,.55 minutes -(14%) in informal instructional
activities, and 240 minutes (61%).in noninstructional activilies.
The,time spent in noninstruct-ion was greater'for 1981-82 kinder-
gartners than for 1980-81 prekindergartners, aS can be 'seen in
Figure 4.
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-FORMAL

INSTRUCTION
-

(28%)

LUNCH, ,BREAKFAST

(LW HAP

-INFORMAL
LEARNING

(16%)

. RECESS,

: SNACKS (7%)

OTHER N6
INSTRUCTIOV:

(17%)

Total No
instruction= Total No

56.%' Instruction=
61% .

OTHER NO. INSTRUCTION*

Title I. Prekindergarten Students In 1980-81. Kindergarten Students in 1981-82,

"Other No Instruction" includei tiansition time from one aCtivity to the next, housecleaning'activities,
going tJ the bathroom, paSsing out homewotk papers, lining up for lunch or music, Washing hands, eLc.

Figure 4. COMPARISON OF TIME USAGE FOR 1981-82 KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AND
1980-81 PREKINDERGARTEN,STUDENTS. .

It is unclear whether or not the*large'percentage of.time spent by kinder=
garien stUdents in noninstructional activities'iS partially responsible
fot the failure of former prekindergarten students to maintain their
relative achievementadvantage. However,the Districtmay wish to
consider a closer look at time use in kindergarten-classes to
determine the easons fot and posSible effects of the large amount of
noninstructional time at this grade level.

READING RAINBOW KITS

WHAT ARE RAINBOW KITS?

Rainbow Kits are a Titled instructional support program that consists
of reading-related *activities for parents to do with their children.
Each family- receiVes 'a plastic file boX to keep the activities in,at.
home, and the kits are designed to be sent home with each Title I
child on a weekly basis. ,

..

Title I students in eight schools received reading Rainbow Kits in
1981-82. Cowarable students in other Title I schools served as.a
control groUp. This iS the second year that reading Rainbow Kits
have seen used, and last year.they were piloted with approximately-
one-half of the students in six schools.

^
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DID THE RAINBOW KITS IMPROVE STUbENT ACHIEVEMENT?

No, at least not yet. Figure 5.shows the gains of Rainbow Kit partici-

pants and control,students.at the grade levels where'significant

differences'were found. At two'grades, the-Rainbow Kit Students did

significantly better than the control group of s.tudents, while at

two.other grade levels, the reverse was true.

Overall; there is no evidence that students who received Rainbow.Kits

made greater achievement gains than students Who did not receive the

kits. However, parents ldst'year reported rikingthe kita very much,

and it may be that the effects of participating in-the prOgram'are

Jong-term rather than shortterm;
.;

Unfortunately, it.was not possiKe to cothpare the gains of students

who had:re,..eived tw6 reading Rainbow'Kits'with gains of students

receiving no kits, or'one kit. Only two schools received,the kits

-for two years in a row, and the sampre of Students who had actually

received bac; kits was very,small. HoweVer, if parent involVement

in such activities continueS to be of interest to parents and the

District, longitudinal followup of students receiving the kits

should be'considered.

.90

. SO

.70

'60

50

.4o

x.
.439

T-
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"M,.
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.902

Grade K Guide. 2 , Grad, 3 Grad 4

Figure 5. AVERAGE GAIN IN READING GRADE EOUIVALENT FOR GRADE LEVELS.

WITH A SrGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE GROUPS (RAINBOW

.IKIT,PARTICIPANTS VS. COMPARISON GROUP.)
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

HOWDO PARENTS WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM?

A survey,was mailed eo a-random sample ofover 400 parenes of'regular
and schoolvide,project Title I and Migrant students to assess their
preferetices for ways to be involved in the Title IiMigrant program.
A.Eotal 'OE 110 surveys were retUrned (27%). The majority of those
parents who responded to the Survey were mothers of the students c83%),
and the majority had previously attended a Parent Advisory'CouncfI(PAC)
meeting (86%Y.

tn general, parents most_frequently. indicated a preference te work in
their Chile.s school or.attend workshop/training sessions as way5 of
being involved in the program.-* Of those who desired training in

.:how to help their child, the most frequently mentioned,needS for
training were' in the areas of reading, meth,disciplinary skills,
and ways to inquire abOut their chi-les progress.

WERE THE OBJECTIVES OF .THE PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT MET?

Figure 6:shows that twO -cif three objectives of the Parental Involvemene
Component Were met. -Other -findings showed that:

.Attendaticeat PAC Meetings declined from 1158 last year
to, 704 this year.

The number of PAC meetings held at AISD schools increased'
From 71 last year to 89 this Year. However, the number
nE nonpublic scheol PAC meetings declined frum fourto
one. . .

Not

Met Met

El I

OBJECTIVE

IA minimum of one parent training session for
Distrietwide PAC members will.be held during,
the 1981-82 school year. It may be in
conjunctiOn with theMistrictwide PAC meetings.

A minimum of two staff development .sessions
will be held by' the Title I and Title I
Migrant instructional coordinators for the
community representatives and/or the campus
PAC contact persons.

A minimum of One parent training session

Vi will be held bn each Title I campus-during
the 1981-82 school Year. Iemay be held in,
eonjunction with the local PAC meeting.

XIV -10
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THE SUMMER AT-HOME READING PROGRAM (1980)

Title I offered-a home-based summer reading program:to :about 300

Title I students, during the summer of 1980. Two'earlier evaluations

failed.to find any significant benefits in terms of achievement-

for,students: who participated in the program, when 'compared with a

control group. of Students:, .However, in order to detect any long:-

term achieveMent benefits that might emerge from,their.partici-

pation two years ago, gains of participants were compared With

cOntrols again at the end of 1082. .No differences between the

gains of.the two groups' were found.

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW

WHAT- CONCERNS .DID- PRINCI.PALS MENTION ABOUT THE TITLE I PROGRAM?

A random sample ofeight Title principals was interviewed,in the

spring of 1982, and some common themes or concerns emerged ftom their

comments.. All vrincipals thought the Title I program was beneficial

to'theirlow-achieVing students, and most emphasized the importance,

of communication between the Title I and regular clasSroom teachiers.

Some principals wondered aboUt the need for separate instructional

coordinators for Title I,.and whether or not the functions.these

coordinators currently-performed could be performed by regular
instructional coordinators for their school. Jlowevet', each of the

prinCipals had a great deal of respect for,his/her particular Title'I

coordinatOr. In addition, all mentioned that they felt they were

very prepared when visitS by.the. Title I monitors from the Texas.

Education Agency occurred;

Two other cOncerns'were mentioned frequently by the principals.

When Ti,tle I teachers are absent, there are currently. no funds

available fOr hiring a substitute teacher. Also, there are some

scheduling'and noiseproblems associated with,serving Title I

studental_n the'olassroom rather than on a.pullotit-basis.

XIV -11
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Titlel Testing Students for Title I.Eligibility-!-ESEA Title I

Contact Person: , Karen Carsrud

No. Pages: 43

Summary:

This packet was developedto'provide principals and Title I teachers
with.a single source of information for use in determining the Title I
eligibility.of'students in their :school. The Ll.icument contains four

sections:and five appendices described below..

Sectioh I: .Legal/Fiscal Requitement.

This sectiondescribes four rules which must be followed in identifying
Title. I student's.' These are rui.,!s which TEA consultants monitorduring
their visit each year..

So-don II: Generalized Procedure for Selecting Students

This section Suggests a step-by-step procedure for selecting Title I
students which should satisfy TEA monitors.

Section III: Criteria for Title Eligibility

The general criteria for.Title I eligibility are liSted in this section.

Section IV: Selecting, Students Without Test Scores

Students who enter Title I schools without:test scores-come either from
another AISD campus cr from another district. This.section describes
how to obtain test scores for these students.- A flowchart is provided
to simplify the process.

SectiOn-V: What to do.About S'tudents With Invalid TeSt Scores

Sometites a student will have test scores that are clearly much higher.
or lower than the student's classroom performance would indicate. This
section provides a procedure for retesting those students.

Appendices describing testing procedures and norms Tor each grade level
are included for use by campus personnel who conduct the testing..
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(81.05)

Brochure
ABSTRACT

Title: Evaluation Findings in Brief: Title I .-and.Title I.Migrant 1980-81

Contact Persons: Karen Carsrud and Catherine Christner

No. Pages::" 2

Summary:
.

.

The information in this brochure summarizes data found in the 198081

ESEA title I-Regular Final,Technical Report. (ORE Publication Number

80.71) and:the 1980-81 ESEA Title I Migrant Final TeChnical.Report (ORE

Publication Number 80.40).
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Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: 1981-82 Title I.

Contact Person: Karen Carsrud

No. Pages: 28

ummary:

The evaluation design is a one-year .p1an Of eValuation work for this prOject.
It provides a brief Project and.evaluation summary, the majov decision and
evaluation questions to be addresSed, other, information needs, dissemination
Plansand inforMation sources to be 'used.

The major foci of the Title I evaluation-component for 1981-82 will be the
effectiveness of: -.

prekindergarten and kindergarten instruction,

4 the Title I Reading Improvement Program (TRIP),

the Parental Involvement Component,

the schoolwide-projects at Allison and Becker, and

.Rainbow Kits.

Whenever possible, longitudinal examination or tracking of students in the
program will be ConduCted. .

XIV-14
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: ESEA Title I 1981-82

Contact Person: Karen Carsrud

No. Pages: 315

S umma ry :

This report documents the purposeprocedures, analyses, and results for
each information soUrce used by Title I Evaluation in 1981-82. It contains
eight appendices, each of which is devoted to a single instrUment or
information source. Each information source, in turn,, is used ;in
answering one or more evaluation questions, decision questions, and/or
information needs from the 1981782 Evaluation Design.

Each appendix contains:

An'initrument description
Purpose for:administering the instrument
Prodedures used 'tb collect the data
Analyses and results
Figures presenting.the data

The technical report for 1981-82 contains the following appendices:

Appendix A: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
Appendix B: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

.Appendix C: Title I Servic-a Report
Appendii D: Observations
Appendix E: PAC Records
Appendix F: Parent Survey
Appendix G: Principal Interview
Appendix ,H: Metropolitan Readiness Tests
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. Miscellaneous .Document ABSTRACT

Title: Needs Assessment far the Preparation of the 1982-83 Chapter I Application

Contact Person: Karen Catsrud

No. Pages:. 199

Summary:

This document provided information necessary to the planning of the E.C,I.A.
Chapter I Program for 1982-83. It is divided into four sections.

Section I: Ranking of Schools by Percentage,of Low-Income Students

This section of the Needs Assessment describes.in detail how.theAISD
attendanCe,area were ranked by their percentage olloWincome children
for the 1982-83 Chapter 1 application.

; Section II: Alternate Ranking Procedure'

The Title I regulation,allow the ranking of school's based an econothic
deprivation to be altered to reflect differences:in educational need.
Thi section provides the altered ranking and explains how.it.was
obtained.

. , _

Nu

Section III: 1.)rocedures for Determining Need Areas and Participant Numbers

The tables in this aettion ate used to determine the subject mattet_and
gtade leVels to be Served? and also to estiMate'the number of eligible

.

participants at each school for various possible selection ctiteria:,

Section IV: Tables for the Selection uf Title I Schools

This-section contains lour sets of 6ontingency tables showing eligible,
students for various numbers of schoolaserved And selection criteria
chosen. One.set of tables uses he regular.ranking of schools (by percent
low incoMe)4. And the second set of tables uSes the alternate ranking of
schools. The remaining two sets of contingency tables show the number Of
eligible students (using the alternate ranking of schools) if the Title I
were to serve only grades K-2 or K-3.
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MiscRllaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title: Information from ORE about Classroom Observations

Contact Pel-son: Karen Carsrud

No. Pagea:

Summary:

The Office of Research and Evaluation did over 50 day-long observations
in kindergarten school classrooms in 1981-82. A brochure was prepared to
inform school personnel about the nature of these observations. The same .

brochure with minor alterations was used this year. The brochure answered
the following frequently asked questions.

I. Why are classroom observations necessary?

2. What training has the observer had?

3. Will teachers have an opportunity to make comments
about the observations?

-.

4, Who is the observer? How will the teacher know who
she is When ahe comes to the room? (Photograph of
the observer was provided in the brochure.)

5. Will the teacher.knoW when an observer will be in the
classroom?

6. What have been teachers reactions to observations in the
past?

7. Is there a difference between the observations conducted
by ORE and those conducted by instructional supervisors?

8. What is the nature of the ORE observations?

31 3
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT

Title:k, A Cause for National Pause: Title I Schoolwide Projects

Contact Persons: David Doss, Freda Holley

No. Pages: 48

Summary:

Recent Title I regulations'have allowed local school districts to,
use Title I funds to establish schoolwide projects to upgrade the4:-
educational program for the entire sChool, not lust for ,targeted
students. Austin used Title I and rocal funds to estahlish,two School7
wide projects where pullout programS were ended and the pupil/teacher
ratio was lowered to 15-to-1. Evaluation findings showed that:

. The Tower pupil/teaCher ratio gave a meanimqful boost to
'achievement in reading, language, and math.

. The project teachers had very high morale. They felt more
effective in *their work'.

. The lower pupil/teacher ratio may have had more impact oft
the fuality of instruction .(less off-task time, better teacher

. monitoring of work, earlier corrective feedback, ftWer adults
with inStructional responsibility for the child, fewer dis-'
ruptions, etc,) than on7,its quantity.

. The program is expensive.

Adequate classroom space can be a-problem.

Tmplications of the findings for planning Title I programs are .

briefly discussed.

Commenta:

This paper was presented at the 1982 annual meeting\.of the American
Educational Research Association in New York City.

314
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Miscellaneous Document ABSTRACT,

Title: Some Lessons We Have Learned from 6,500 Hours of Classroom Observation

Contact Persons: Glynn Ligon, David Doss

No. Pages: 11

Summary:

Over the past five years the Office of Research and Evaluation has

conducted over 1,000 systematic, day7long observations of the instruction

ofi.ndividual studtnts. This paper summarizes the findings from these

observations. Information obtained from.the observations includes

the amount of time students spend in various basic,skills insiructional

.'areas, the content of their instruction in those areas,.the amount pf

adult contact they have, the size of the group in which they wo4k, the

amount of time they were off task, the place that instruction occurred,

and other-variables.

'Alsci included in the paper iS a review of-the literature which discussea

the recent research.tying instructional time to achievement. In

addition, a complete bibliography of publications documenting and

interpreting the five years of in-classroom study is included.

Comments:

'This paper was presented at the 1982 annual meeting of.the American

Educational Research Association in New York City.
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Title I Migrant

Contact PersOns,: Catherine. Christner,-Glynn Ligon

Major Positive Findings:

r
1. Migrant Program Prekindergarten students made achievement gains that

were.greater than average for four-year olds.

2. Third-, sixth-,.and seventh7grade students served,by a Migrant Program
teacher made average gains of.one year or more in'theit reading achieve-
ment scores.

1

3. More students were served per teacher than in previous years. This may
reflect the bettet apportioning of Migrant Program resourceS to pay for
part-time teachers to reach more students.

4. .More eligible students were served by a Migrant Program teacher at the
senior high level this year than last year.

5. The Migrant Niurse made 1,151 cOntacts with 498 students across 54'
different caMpuses.

6. More.migrant parents attended local-campus PAC meetings this Year than
last year.

Major.Findings.Requiring, Action:

1, Migrant PiograM-pre-K students Made lower, achievement gains than.did
. Title I pre-K students.- Students' gains'this year were lower than gains
'made by Migrant Program students last. year.

2. The achievement gains of high'school'students served by,Migrant Program
teaChetado not show evidente of a consiatent program impact..

3. Very few 'students attended the pilot tutorial program for high school
migrant atudents.-

disparity in the,teathing loads among Migrant program teachers continues
.at the high-school level.

5. 'Students in grades 2-12 who have been served from one to four years by the
Migrant.Program did:not. make greater achievement gains Ttom 1981 to.1982'
'than did Dther Migrant students who have not been served.

.
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Evaluation Summary:

The 1981-82.Title I Migrant Program consisted of seven components which
.included three instructional components and four support components:.

Instructional

. .Prekindergarten
Communication Skilla K-12)

Summer School

1

Support '

Health Services
Farental Involvement

. MSRTS

. /Evaluation

1

The Evaluation and Summer School Components will( not be discussed in this
summary. The following is a summary ofAe-iiiTiFir evaluation findings pre-
sented by program component. The findings rare reported in greater detail
in the 1981-82 Title I Migrant Final Technical Report, ORE Publication
Number 81.26. t,

PREKINDERGARTEN 'COMPONENT
HOW MANY PRE-K STUDENTS RECEIVED INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICE?

InstructionalServIceS were;provided for 137 eligible migrant pre-K_students
aL nine elementary camPuses:' Two of the classes were funded 50% Title I/
50% Migrant Program,.with half of each teacher's class Consisting of Migrant
Trogram:students and the other half consisting of Title I eligible students.

DID IHE MIGRANT PRE-K STUDENTS SHOW ANY,ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OVER THE. SCHOOL
YEAR;

Yes. On theyeabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R), Migrant Program
students showed an average gain of 11.16,scale score pointS from the''pre- to
the posttest. Over time, scale score points are expeCted to remain constant;
so, this gain indicates a growth rate above the national average.

HOW DO THE MIGRANT PROGRAMHPRE-K STUDENTS COMPARE WITH.THE TITLE I AND TITLE
VII PRE-K STUDENTS?

This year all three programs pre and positested their. students with the
PPVT-R. 141 three programs,' students averageda gain from pre--to posttest.
Title I students averaged,the largest gain (14.35),, while Title VII averaged
the'smallest gain (8.26). Migrant Program students' average gain'w.is in .
between the two (11.16).'

The gains discussed so far are for all students pre- and posttestecL On the
PPVT-R, the most valid.scores are for students who have a,basal (at least
eight of the items.in.a row'are. answered Correctly by the student
being tested). If just those students who have basals.are consi.dered, all
programs still show gain, but the.gain decreases in all cases, especially.for
the Migrant Program students. See Figure 1 'on the next page.
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--11.3111

7.12.42

-474.1

Title I Mlgrant Title VII

(5.114) - (5.109) (5.100)

ALL STUDENTS

TItEe I Migran't Title VII '

(9.94) (N.110) (5.62)

...ONLY STUDENTS WITH NASALS

Figure 1. SUMMARY OF THE 1982 ACHIEVEMENT TEST0GAINS FOR THE THREE PRE-K
PROGRAMS.

Ift-further comparison between the programs,'TItle I students with lower
pretest scores made.greater gains than did Migrant Program or Title VII
Students scoring at the same low levels. At;the middle and upper levels.
of the pretest, differences in gains, among programs are harder to discern;

HOW DO THESE SCORES.COMPARE WITH THE SCORES M4DE BY STUDENTS LAST YEAR?

Last year, the Title I and Migrant Program students took an earlier editiOn
of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. In looking At studentS' gains (for
students with basals),. Title I students scored,an average gain of 10;84
scale score points while,Migrant Programstudents,scored an average gain of
9.64-:scale score points:

r.

Although the tests are not directlygoMparable, it seems ithe Title I Program
produced improved gains while the Migrant Program did not.

DOES A gUDENT'S PARTICIPATION IN'THE PRk-K PROGRAM HAVE ANY LONGER TERM
EFFECTS?

Achievement data were gathered on former Title I and. Migrant Program prekinder7
garten students'tO compare their kindergarttn achievement.With the.achieve-
ment of similar studehtS.who did not attend.a prekindergarten program. At
the beginning of kindergarten, the former pre-4( students' achievement scores
were higher than werd thoseof the other non-pre-K participant's. _However, by
the end of kindergarten, the former pre-K children seemed,to haVe'lost their
advantage'in that the scores of the two groups were no longer different:

3.0
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1

WHAT SIMILARITIES/DIFFERENCES .DO TITLE I, MIGRANT PROGRAM, AND TITLE VII
TEACHERS REPORT IN, THEIR ACTIVITIES?

In April, all pre-K teachers were interviewed to determine similarities/
differences among the three pre-K programs. The results of the interviews
indicated the folloWing:

Title VII teachers used more Spanish as a group than did Migrant Frogram
teachers'who used Spanish mord than did Title I teachers. For all three'
programs, English was spoken to English-dominant students the large majority
of time:

Title I and.Migrant Program teachers'used the AISD iarly Childhood Curriculum
1 as their main curriculum, The Title VII teachers usecrthe Bilingual Early

Childhood Program Curriculum as their main.curriculum.

-The main diagnostic tool used by the teachers was a checklist. The Tiile I and
, Migrant Program teachers used a checklist from the AISD curriculum, a self-

developed one, or both. The Title VII teachers used a checklist from the-
BECP, a self-developed one, or Ubth.

In trying to meet individual students' needs, most teachers (across programs)
mentioned groiving of students based on their needs as well as using.review
and reinforcement for those students who needed it.

Title I and.Migrant Program-teachers used:large-group (including the whdle
class) i truction more than did the Title VII teachers. Title VII.teachers
made m e Use of small-group instruction.

The m,st frequent typee of student grouping for all pre-K teachers were based
on ahllity, language dOminance (by teacher observation), and personality.

When students were working alone, most teachers reported they were working
atja center of sonie sort .(library, art, blocks, etc.).

All pre-K.teachers reported having contact with Pre-K teachers from their own
funding source to Share ideas.

As a group, Title VII teachers reported more contact with their community
representative than did Title I or Migrant Program teachers.

Generally as a group, Title VII teachers reported more frequent contact with
parents than did Migrant Program or Title I teachers.

All teachera initiated contact with parents more than-parents initiated
contact with teachers.

All teachers reported contact with their superVisors on curriculUm materiala
'and in-service training. MoSt reported contact on instructiOnal, sUperVieion,
program,information, and communication With other teachers, .

Across all groups the most frequently requeated.in-service topics mere
science, math, end art.

XV=4
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'WHAT HAVE TITLE I AND MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS SEEN AS BENEFITS/DRAWBACKS
OF NC' HAVING AN AIDE THIS YEAR?

Teachers were asked to react to the program change which removed teacher
aides, but reduced the pupil/teacher ratio in pre-K classes. Both groups
of teachers shared very similar ideas. 13oth saw more drawbacks than they
did benefits. Benefits noted were' Smaller class.sizef. more self-reliant
children,-getting to know the children better, and not haVing to coordinate
with another person. Several teachers mentioned seeing no benefits at all.
The drawbacks most frequently mentioned were: the teacher could not ade-
quately supervise the,children; there was less time for individual work; the
teacher Was'not covered in an emergency; no' one was.there to help with
materials, clean-up, etc.; and fewer materials were covered.

K-12 COMPONENT
-HOW MANY GRADES K-6 STUDENTS RECEIVED ItiSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES?

A total of 391 grades.K-6 stUdents were Seen ^by a Migrant Program teachet.
Both the average daily'attendance per teacher and.the average number Of stu-
dents seen in a six7weeks period were up from the 1980-81 figures;. This may
indicate the better.apportioning of Migrant Program funds at the elementary
level,to reach more students. The number of teachers varied .between 9 and 10
(fulland part-time) over the course of the school year.

WHAT WERE THE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS FOR,THE GRADES K-6tMIGRANT STUDENTS.SERVED
BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHER?

Kindergarten

The 38 students (seen by a Migrant Program teacher) who had,pre- (fall '81)
and posttest (spring '82) scores on the ITBS Language Test showed an average
gain of 0.6 grade equivalents. This is less than the 0.9 gain.made by
AISD kindergarten students on the average.

First Grade

The 66 first-grade students served by a Migrant Prograth teacher made an aver
age grade equivalent score of .1.5 on the ITBSiReading Total. Thi8 score' is
within 0.3 paints of the expected.grade,equivalent score Of 1.8 for first
graders.

The first graders' achievement is higher than the al;erage.grade equivalent
score of 1.4 attained by Migrant Program students in 1980-81.

Grades' Two through Six

The third-and sixth-grade students served 'made good achievement gains on.the
ITBS Reading Total; Figure 2 shows the average achievement gains for stu-
dents pre- and posttested.



81.30

Grade
1 of Students
Pre & Posttested

Average Grade'
Equivalent Gain

% of Students Making at
Least 0.8 Grade Equivalent
Gain

2 43 0.7 44%

3 30 1.0 73%

4 40 0.9 65%

25 0.7 56%

6 24 1.1 797. .

Figure 2. ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF MIGRANT PROGRAM STUDENTS:IN GRADES 2-61

Grade 4 students also did fairly well with an average gain of 0.9.. The
majority of students at all grades except grade '2 made at least 4.0..8 gain

HOW DO THESE GAINS COMPARE WiTH.THOSE" MADE BY.STUDENTS IN 1980-81?

In'comparing these figures with the achievement gains made by students who
:wereserved.last year, especially noteworthy is that grade b.students last ..-

year had the poorest gains (0.5 grade equivalent on the average). Grades_2 _

and 3 students' made the Same gains this year and last year.. Grades 4 and 5
-students-made gains G.1 and 0,2 point's lower.than the g'ains made last year
at those same grade levels.

HOW DO GAINS MADE BY MIGRANT PROGRAM STUDENTS COMPARE WITH GAINS.BY:TITLE I
STUDENTS?

Across theJC-6 grade levels,:the .gains by students seen by a Yagrant. Program
teacher compare favorably withgains made by students served by ,the Title
Regular Program. In Figure 3 are listed the average grade equivalent gain
(from spring.to.spring) in Readins Total on the ITBS forthe served Regular

tudents. For'grade K, the gains are on the'LangUage TotaI (ITBS)
from fall to Spring. .Generally the Migrant. Program and Title rsains.are
comparable aCross these grade levels. The average grade equivalent of first
.graders served,by Title I (N=379) was 1.3, slightly lower than the 1.5 average.
for Migrant Program students served

Grade
it of Students Average Grade
Pre and Posttested 'Equivalent Gain

241 : 0.5

211 0.8

296

4 218.

5 237 0.9-

155 1.0 .

-

Figure-3. ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF SERVED TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS IN GRADES
K, 2-6.
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RID THE TITLE I AND MIGRANT PROGRAM STUDENTS WHO RECE1VED.THE MATH RAINBOW
KIT ACTIVITIES MAKE GREATER. MATH ACHIEVEMENT GAINS THAN CONTROL STUDENTS.
WHO DID NOT RECEIVE THE KIT?

No. Analyses done, by grade level on students' Math Total ITBS scores indi- .

cated that the students who received the Math Rainbow Kit activities did
not make greater gains than did the control students who did not receive
the Kit activities.

HOW MANY SEVENTH- AND EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS RECEIVED INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES?

A total of 92 junior high migrant students were seen by a Migranr Program
teacher. There were'four teachers serving four campuses. The average daily'
attendance was 20 students per teacher. This is an increase over the 1980-81
level and is impressive in that only one of the four teachers was full-time,
the rest were 40%,'60%,and,80% time.

.WHAT WERE THE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS MADE BY SEVENTH- AND EIGHTH-GRADE MIGRANT
PROGRAM STUDENTS?

In Figure 4 are given the achievement gains for 7th and 8th graders. The 7th .

graders did especially well in scoring an average grade equivalent gain of
1.2. The 8th graders also did fairly well scoring an average gain of 0.8.
The majority of junior high student,4 served had a 0.8 gain or better. .

% of Studerits Making At
No. of Students Average Grade Least .8 Grade Equivalent

Grade Pre- & Posttested Equivalent Gain Gain

7 38 1.2 '63%
8 31 0.8 55%

I. Figure 4. ACHIEVEMENT GAINS'MADE BY MIGRANT PROGRAM:7TH AND 8TH GRADERS IN
, 1981-82.'

..

.

- HOW DOE THIS COMPARE WITH THEGAINS MADE IN 1980-81?

-, The 7th graders had the largest gains (aerage of 1.6 grade equivalents)
of. any grade level in 198.0-,81. Although the gain this. year was nat quite as

II
great it waS. still' the largest gain. The Pth graders served in 1980-81
made a higher average gain (1'.0) than did the studentsthis year, but this

. _ year 55% Made at least a 0.8 grade equivalent.gain whereas last year only 38%.

II

made 0.8 gains.

. HOW MANY NINTH TWELFTH'GRADE STUDENTS RECEIVER INSTRUCTION FROM A MIGRANT
..

.., , PROGRAM TEACHER? . '

.

II
,

.

. . .

.

.

_
.

. .

Four senior_high Migrant Program teachers saw 154 students in all. The aver-
.

age daily attendance at the senior high level. was upconsiderably from 16

11 .: in the average number of students seen per six Weeks from 75 s.tudents in'
students in 1980-81. to 27 students in 1981,..82. There was also an increase

.1980-81 to 108,students,in 1981-82.,'This may partially' reflect a full year

il

..- .of-having a teacher aCCrOckettAshe began in the spring !zf 1981),
,

. ,

:.

.

. .

.''.
,
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WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WERE SERVED AT,THE SENIOR HIGH
LEVEL BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHER?

The percentage of served high school migrant studentsvaried between 45.6%
and 53..8% for each six weeks. This is an increase from the.Percentage

seen in 1980-81 of 33%-37Z. HoWever, although thia is an improvement, the'
percentage of eligible students served at the senior high level Continues
to be the lowest percentage for any of the instructional levels.

WHAT ARE SOME POSSIBLE REASONS FOR THE SMALLER.PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE STU
DENTS BEING SERVED AT THE SENIOR HIGH LEVEL?

There continues (from previous years) to, be considerable disparity in the
number of students' seriied by each of the four teachers (a. range of 18 to

37). As ha's been reported in previous evaluations, scheduling students.
for ServiCe at the high school level is also a problem. .PrOblems stem
partially from students not receiving,credit for Migrant Program tlasses,
the foundatiOn teachers hot wanting tO let the students leave their credit
classes where the'students are generally behind in their reading_and,lan'
guage arts skills, and the student's own choice about wantihg to take
other classes.instead..

WHAT WERE THE-ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF STUPENTS IN GRADES'NINE TWELVE.WHO
WERE SEENIBY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERY

1

In Figure 5 are given the STEP Readin& median percentiles (pre and post)
for students served by a Migrant Program teacher. :Comparison figures are
given for all AISD students and Hispanic students since,95% of the students
served are.Hispanic. Migrant Program students' scores are'quite low when
compared to the other wo groups. NO grade.gained.in percentile stores,
and they either stayed the same or went down a pOint or two. At the ninth:
grade level, for Lhe .47 migrant students served by a Migrant Program teacher
and who had pre- and posttests, the median percentile scoreyas 10. For

AISD'ninth graders .(N=4122) the median percentile was 34 and: far AISD
.Hispanic ninth graders (N=1012) the median percentile Was 20.-:Therefore
as with the other grades, migrant stndents' scores are well below.these.
other two groups. Overall, st the high school level, no consistent Migrant
Program impact can be noted.

1980- 1981-8281 .

Grade Grade Grade Grade Giade Grade
9 10 11 10 : 11 12

AISD Students' 44 47 47 45 46' 41 .

Pre-& Pdsttested (n=2306) (n=2390) (n=2264) D1=2308) (n=2390) (n..2264)

AISD Kispanics 22 25 22 i 19 . 24 19
Pre-& Positested (n=4701 (n=492) (n..427) = (n..470) .(n=492) (n=427)
Xigrant..Prograri 11 11 7 9 11 . 5..
Students (Served) (n=30) (n=16) (n=12) (n=30) (n=16) (n..12)

Pre- & Posttested

Figure 5.' MEDIAN PERCETILES ON THE BTEP, READING TOTAL, 1970 NORMS FOR
1,IGRANT STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHER AND TWO .

'COMPARISON GROUPS. The AISD and Hispanic groups are for matchedl
group medians.

XV-8
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WAS THE PILOT TUTORIAL SERVICES PROGRAM FOR HIGH,SCHOOL STUDENTS SUCCESSFUL?*

No. .A pilot program-was- set up at two high schools, to tutor migrant students

in whateversubject areas.they needed help. Two math teachers were he tutors.

.Very few students were seen. The teachers reported very few students came

even.when the students had schedul4d,a4ime. Students always seemed to have

.something else to do that was more important to them,

HEALTH SERVICES COMPONENT-
HOW MANY MIGRANT STUDENTS-WERE SERVED BY THE MIGRANT NURSE?

From September, 1981 through may, 1982, the Migrant Nurse provided health

.services to,498 migrant Students. Her total\number of student contacts

(excluding follOW-ups)was 1,151. She served 96% of the pre-K students and

79% of the currently migratory students.

WHAT SERVICES WERE PROVIDED BY THE MIGRANT NURSE?

During September thrOugh May, the Nurse performed a wide variety of services

(see Figure 6). In addition,to these contacts with students, she Made 734

contacts with parents.on issues relating to their children's health. :rhe

most frequent contaCts involved dental and vision screening and. health super-

vision.

, Activity

Number of Times Activtty
Was Performed

Regularly Scheduled Exam 295

Non-Eche'duled Exam 117

Phone-Contact' 329

Referral to Medical Doctor 300

Referral to Dentist 187

Home Visi'e 56

Counseling/Teaching 211

RAferral to Other Professional 29

,Figure 6. TALLY OF VARIOUS NURSING ACTIVITIFS FOR SEPTEMUR; 1981. THROUGH
MAY, 1982,

HOW MUCH MONEY WAS. SPENT FOR MEDICAL AND DENTAL CARE FOR THE)MIGRANT STUDENTS?

In Figure 7 are presented the expenditures for medical expenses paid for by

Migrant 'Program funds for September through May. Fifty-four percent of the

funds paid dental expense's.

XVL9
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EXPENDITURES
.

Month

. ,

September

October

November

December

JanuarY

February

March

April

May

Duplicated Count
of Students Served

,

33

40

40

23

43

34 ,

65

63

64

M.D.

$ 560.00

780.00

700.00

416.00

613.00

475,50 .-

1,338.50

1,005.00

711;00

Dentist.

$ 416.00

593.00

474.00

707.00

2,008.00

1,722.00
.. ,

2,016.00

1,778.60

3,822.00

Pharmacy

$ 82.35

124.73

92.14

31.52

36.69

..44.24

.

11802

148.7i

53.06

X-Ray

-07

-0.-

-0-

-0-

-0-
_

-0-

,265.50

174 00.

,

129.00

Lab

-0-

\17.00
. \

L0 -

..\

\148.00

56.00
\

38.00

. :7.8.00

57.00

95.00
,

.

Glasses

1$ 253.00

716.00

508.00
,

132.00

400.00.
. '

150.00

436.00

- 294.00

. \528.00

\

TOtal Spent

$ 1,311.85

2,230.73

1,774:14

1,434.52

3,118.69

2,429.74:

4,202.52

: 3457.33'
//

.5,338.06

c"

Average SptInt
Per Student

$ 39.75

,55.77

44.35

62.37

7203

71.46

64.65

54:88

83.41

TOTAL, 405 $6,604,00 $13,536.60 .$732.48 $568.50 $439.00
7-21\---

$1,417\00

.

$ 25,297.58

I

$ 62.46,

ure 7. SUMMARY OF HEALTH SERVTCES EXPENDITURES BY MONTH. FOR SEPTEMBER, 1981 \-7, MAY , 1982.

111.111111.11111111-11111111111111111=1111111/-111111111-- MINIM
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F))5iFIE041')541.... INVOLVERAENT .CONIF)ONENT

HOW HAS THE STRUCTURE.dr THIS COMPONENT CHANGED FROM LAST YEAR?

During the-District's administrative reorganization, the Staff in this com7
Tonent were structured in a different way from previbus years.. .The community
representatives were split into elementary and secondary. The two secondary
ccmmunity representatives were supervised by the Secondary Migrant Coordinator.'

The one fulltime and one half-time elementary community .representatives were
supurvised by the Title I/Migrant/Title VII Parental Involvement Specialist.
For the first tiMe, the Title VII and Title l_cOmmunity representatives aiso
recruited-migrant parents. The responsibility for\parental involvement was
seen as a management fbnction in the new District organization.

.

HAVE THERE BEEN ANY CHANGES IN THE PARENTAL ADVISORY COUNCIL (PAC) STRUCTURE?

Yes. Last spring parents voted to separate the Districtwide PAC into an-
Elementary Title I/Migrant DistrictWide PAC and a Secondary Migrant District-
wide PAC. Although there were Still lodal campus PACs at the elementary level,
the Secondary Migrant Districtwide PAC.was the only PAC for migrant parents
at the secondary level:

WA§ AN ELEMENTARY TITLE I/MIGRANT DISTRICTWIDE PAC ESTABLISHED?

Yes. A total of eight meetings were held. Across all..meetings, 63 migrant
parents attended the meetings. A total of 92 migrant parents attended the
combined Elementary,and Secondary Title I/Migrant PAC in 1980-81. Since. the

secondary parents had their own PAC this year, these figures are not directly
comparable.

WAS A SECONDARY MIGRANT DISTRICTWIDE PACOESTABLISHED?

yes. Six meetings were held in all with 54,migrant parents in attendance
(across all meetings).

WERE LOCAL CAMPUS.PACS ESTABLISHED AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL?

Yes. All schools that!had a Title I/Migrant Program or a Migrant Program
teacher established PACs by having at least one meeting..

HAS THE ATTENDANCE OF MIGRANT PANNTS AT THELOCAL-CAMINS PACS IMPROVED OVER
THE LOW LEVEL OF ATTENDANCE IN 1W-81?

'Yes. In 1980-81, a total of 145. migrant parents attended a local-campus
meeting (both eleMentary and SecondarY). In 1981-82, 160 migrant parents
attended a meeting of a local-campus PAC (elementary only). In 1980-81,
97 elementary parents.attended local meetings, so the 160 total figure for
elementary local-PAC attendance this year is quite an improvement..

XV-11
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,

HOW DO TITLE I AND MIGRANT,PARENTS WANT TO BE INVOLVED IN THESE PROGRAMS?

.

IIEarly in the spring a survey was mailed to a sample of Title I and Migrant
.

Program parents to ascertain how parents wanted.to be involved.in the programs.
,Of the:parents responding, the top Choices were helping out at theirchildls
school and attending Parent-training workshops. The, first two choices for ., .

. ,

areas in which they-wantedttraining.were helping their child read at home, .

.

.

.

.

and'helping their'child. with bath at home..
. ',.

WAS THE MIGRANT PROGRAM:STAFF SATISFIED WITH THE PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
COMPONENT?

,',

, .

',. .is e

In a spring questionnaire, both eleMentary- and'secondary-leVel Migrant Program
,

teachers expressed disgatisfaction with their PACs. Dissatisfaction was also
,expressed by teachers last year. In.the same questionnairei.elementary

. IIteachers were satisfied With the services proVided, by the community repre-
IIsentatives. The secondary teachers, however, were'(overall) neutral about. .

the services provided by their coMmunity rePresentatives--with some 1;eing
satisfied and, some being dissatisfied.

. - 1/
The Title-I/Migrant Administrator, the Parental Involvment Specialist, and

II

the Secondary Migrant Coordinator all were generallysgatisfied with the
functioning of this Component. All felt the elementary/secondary split
in PACs and community representatives allowed the program to better serve
parents' needs. The Parental Involvement Specialist felt it was a.plus that

program and now recruited eligible parents-for-the-program. ThiS increased.

,all-tfiecoMmunity representatives (Title I and Title VII) know about the

the resources of the program. ..Both the Administrator and the Parental Involve-
ment Specialist felt parents were not as involved in the program as'they ,

II
would like.,

.
.

1

rolurs COMPONENT
WHAT IS THE MIGRANT STUDENT RECORD TRANSFER SYSTEM (MSRTS)?

The MSRTS is a national-level record-keeping system designed to maintain files
on eligibility forms; health data, instroctional.data, and achieveMent data
on all migrant students. Ihe MSRTS records are sent as the student migrates

;

from school district to school digtrict to provide eaCh new school disttidt
with infortation about the health; instructional, and aChievement data on
that student at the.previous school(s). There is a system Of files,that the.
District's MSRTS Clerk is required to maintain which containg the students'
'eligibility forms fOr the program.and othetMSRTS iecords on each student.
The files are required to be kept in a certain order, and various records)
updated and sent to the tentral.office at various points during the years'
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HOW DOES THIS YEAR'S MSRTS RECORD-,KEEPING COMPARE WITH LAST YEAR'S RECORD-
KEEPING?'

In examining the objpctives set by the Texas Education Agency in.the appli-
cation for ,fuuding of Title I'Migrant, it was noted that nearly all of the
objectives Were_met and they were generally Met on time. Information _

gathering and Updating required by,the system were'done bp time',and in good
order. The.recor&-keepingthis year was betterand more timely than that,

- noted:in 1980-81. Not '1.1.the objectives iwre.met, on time,because.of-
several'two-day.deadlines which required.contact with 'a large numberof
schools. 'In a apring interview', the Title f/Migrant'Administrator'felt-
eligibility'forms had been processed more efficiently this year.

HOW DO MIGRANT PROGRAM STAFF PERCEIVE THE MSRTS SYSTEM?

. On a queStionnaire sent to Migrant Program teachera in the ..spring, teachers
elOressed a neutral attitude toWard the system. Last year.when asked,
teachers generally reported notusing the system. The Title I/Migrant
Administrator indicated the MSRTS system is required.for the Migrant Program
to be funded, so AISD will continue its use. Since our District has ia-many
forMerry migratory students 4nd so few currently migratory students (for
which most.of the.,MSRTS system components are geared), the system is not as
useful to our District ds it might be to others with large,numbers of current-
ly migratory students.

K 1 2 LO.N-G ITUDINA E. -DATA FILE

ARE THE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF MIGRANT STUDENTS WHO HAVE BEEN SEEN ZEROIONE,
TWO, THREE, OR FOUR YEARSAW.A MIGRANT.PROGRAM TEACHER DIFftRENT?

A data file was' created to compare the achievement gains from the spring of,
1981 to the spring of 1982 (for grades 2-12)., The students on the file,were:.
migrant stUdents who had not been served by a Migrant Program teachet,during
the last four years (1981782 through 1978-79); migrant students who had been
seryed by-a Migrant Program teacher only-one of.thelast four years; migrant
students who had been served by a Migrant Program teacher two of_the last
four years.; migrant students who had been served by a Migrant. Program
teacher three of the lastfour years; and migrant students who had been
served all four of the last four years. .The ITBS and STEP Reading Total
scores-were used for grades 2-12, while the ITBS Language Total scores (fall,.
1981 and spring, 1982) were used for kindergarten.

In comparing he achievement gains of the students not served with those
aerved one, two, three, or four years by a Migrant Program teaCher, no
discernable differences could be found in favor Of students who were served
regardless of the length of tiMe served. This was true even when gains were
examined for'juSt those students Who scored at the 30th %ile or below.
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Brochure
ABSTRACT

:Title: Evaluation Findings in Brief: Title I and Title I Migrant 1980-81

-

ContaCt Persons: Karen -Carsrud.,ánd Catherine

No. Pages:

Summary:

t ,

Christner

The information in this brochur'e summarizes data found in the 1980-81

ESEA Title I Regular Final Technical. Report (ORE Publication Number

,80.71} and the 198081 ESEA Title I.Migrant Final TeChnical Report.(ORE

Publication Number 80.40).
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Evaluation DeSign ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: ESEA Title I,Migrant Progr'am, 1981-82

Contact Persons: Catherine

.NO. Pages:. 27

Content:

Christner, Glynn LigOn

The evaluation design is a one-year-plan of.evaluation work.for.the project.

The table of contents for this document incluaes:

I. Evaluation Design
Review Form

II% Narrative Summary
A. program Summar
B. EvaluatiOn Summary:

Decision QuestiOns'
A. Questions Addressed'
B. Overview

IV. InfOrmation Needs
A. Needs
B. Overview

V. Dissemination

VI. Information.Sources

Thischapter presents the -names- and/or
signatures of perscins (responsible for
some aspect.of the project.'s imple-
mentation) who have been provided
relevant Portions of the design for
review and comment.

This chaOter'briefly'describes the project
and,the evaluation activities tied to the

project.

Here the evaluator states all.the.decision
qUestions and relates them to the, evalua-
tion questions and objeCtives well as

heir data sources.

Here the evaluator specifies.other informa-
tion needs that are not included in the
decision questiodsection. This maY_
include information required for annual
TEA reports,..applications, interim reports,
etc.

Here the evaluator,speeifles.the meditim,by
which infOrmation will be disseminated,
the date-Of.distribution, and the persons
receiving the information.

The evaluator lists each information source
and specifies the population from whiCh
Information will be obtained. .The date
the information will bp collected and the
analysis techniques are listed as well.
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VII. Datato be Collected'in
the Schools

VIII. Evaluation Time Resources
Allocation'Summary

This is a timeline forl,the collection
of data in the school0

This chapter summarizes all the evalua-
tion work estimatea (in person-days)
by position, for each aSpect of the.
evaluation.

Evaluation Design Summary:

Evaluation'of he 1981-82 Titie.I Migrant Program invOlves three'major
;activities:

a) The.Production of a Final Report and a Tedhnical RepOrt which
present information relevant to, the decision questions.

The production of an Annual Evaluation Report for. TEA whibh
-documents the extent to which program objectives have been
achieved.

The dissemination of evaluation information to district,
personnel throughout the year by means of brochures, memos,
meetings; etc. :

Scope of Design:

5 Decision QuestionS
31 Fvaluation Questions
19 IaformaEion Need Questions
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Miscellaneous Dodument ABSTRACT-

Title: Evaluation Findings in Brief: Title I Migrant Secondary 1980-81

ContaCt-Person: Catherine Christner

No. Pages:

SummarY:

The information in this brochure summarizes data found in the 1980-81-
ESEA Title I Migrant Final Technical Report (ORE Pybliction:Number 80.40).
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Technical Report' ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: ESEA Title I Migrant Program 1981-82

COntact Persons: Catherine Christner, Glynn'Ligon

No, PageS: 450.:

Summary:
-

.

.This is, the accompanying document to the ESEOitle I Migrant 1981-82'Final
Report (see Final Report in this volume).

The Technical Report consists of 19 appendices. Each appendix reports the
information collected by a specifia collection measure.

Eath appendix contains:

=An instrument desCription
Purpose ofithe Measure
Procedures used to collect'the data,
Results
Figures presenting-the data

- Supporting docnments to the data collection 'process

This technical rePort containa,the folloWing:

AppendixA. Peabody PiCture Vocabulary Test
Appendix B. Inwa Tests of Basic Skills
AppendiX C. 'Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
Appendix D. Pre-K Longitudinal File .

Appendix E. K-12 Longitudinal File
Appendix F. Migrant Student Master File
Appendix G. Migrant Student Attendande Record,
Appencl.ix H. Secondary Teacher ActiVity Retord
AppendiX I. Migrant Teacher Questionnaire
Appendix J. Math Rainbow Kit Teacher Questionnaire-
Appendix-K.. Math Rainbow Kit Parent Questionnaire

: Appendix L. Title,I/Migrant Parent SUrvey
Appendix M. Migrant Staff Interview
Appendix N. Migrant Health Services Form
Appendix p, Migrant-Medical Expenses Form
Appendix-'1 PAC RecOrds
Appendix Q. MATS Records. 1

Appendix R. Docuientation of the High School Migrant Tutorial ServiceS
Appendix S. :P e-Kindergarten Teacher Interview
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/ FINAL. REPORT

.Projectlitlel L9cal/State Bilingual

Contact PersOn:
. ,

Jonathan . 0urtis

Major Positive Findings:

. Title I Limited. English.Proficient (LEP) Students ou'tgained
non-Title, I LEp pupils by_over four months- groWth in reading
and languaga.at both- secon&-and third grades, .

2. Spanish-dominant.kindergarten students gained five more.points
on .the,average this yearthan last. This year 96% Of the
Spanish-dominant kindergartners showed -positive gainS on they.
PAL while only 79% showed positive, gains last year. .

3. Performance in language and math- is. generally up for LEP
pupils at eath eleme.fitarygrade.level from 1981. to 1982:
The language scores ,of second grade English-dominant and
third grade Spanish-dominant.LEP students are the only
exceptions.

Major Findings Requiring Actions:

1. The new'stata legislation establishes exit criteria for kin-
dergarten and firSt grade'liffiited English proficient (LEP)
students that will result in many of these\children first
exiting LEP status' and then returning to LEP status et the
end of secOnd grade when more stringent ciiteria for exit-:
ing must be met.'

2: As a result of the new LEP exit criteria, the number of LEP.
pupils will'decrease by about 500, mostly Hispanics at the
elementary level, to a base'of about 1,800.

3 Performance in reading is generally down for elementary LEP
pupil's. Exceptions are for fourth and fifth.grade Bilin-
gual LEP pupilS.

xvi 337
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4. ,Without.substantially more bllingually certified.teachers,
the District will continue to struggle in its.efforts to
place eath Hispanic LEP pupil in a class with a bilingual-.
ly certified teacher.

5. LEP pupils at Title I schoc,lwide project (low pupil/teacher
ratio: LP/TR) schools did not outperform LEP students in
the regular program. 'In fatt -sedond-trade LEP pupils it
the regular schools dutperformed 'their LP/TR counterparts
in reading, language, and math.. ,

. The'District LEP pupil's tend to diVerge,farther. and far-,
ther frdm the nationalnorm fromone grade level toVthe:
nex. However, much.of the decrement'(perhaps 60% or..

.more)occurs. during the fourth grade.Tarticularly with
regard to math sceres.

Eval ua:ti on 'Summary:

,

This section summarizes the Majot Local/State Bilingual Rrogram findings
and is organized around the following topics:

Lan9uage Proficiency
Atademic Achievement
"MusiCal Chairs" Staffing
Changes'in the Wind
What Can Wei_earn From This Year's Evaluation

Mor specifit inforMation m4 be obtained by conSulting the 1981-82'
Local/State Bilingual Project Final Technical Report, Publication
No. 81.44.
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LANGUAGE' PROFICIENCY

The two measures used by the-District to asSess English and Spanish lan-
guage profiCiency are the PrimarYAcquisition of Language Test. (PAL) for
elementary students and the Language AssessmentBattery (LAB) for second-
ary pupils. Pre- and posttest PALdata were obtained for' all studentS.
new-to the District*with a langTage other than English.indicated.on the
HoMe_Language Survey (HLS). A sufficient.amount of-data was. gathered :for- .

HisPanic-chilAren to'construdt,estimates 'of their langUage perfOrmance.

froM kindergareen through grade Six,-No other language group had enough
pre-post data to. construct'estimates of performance'. Estimates-of His-
panic performance on the LAB were ponstructed fpr each secondary grade.

HOW DO THIS YEAR'S tAINS IN LANGUAGE PPFICIENCY,COMPARE TO. LAST YEAR'S?

Gains.of ,Spanish-dominant kindergarten pupiZs were five points higher in
'English this year than last (see Figure f), HoweVer, tbe gains for Eng
lish-dominant and bilingual kindergartners were lower. Gains for the

rest:of the grades'cannot be coMpered.to,last year since the assessment
of language performance was not reported 'previously 'for those grades.

Within the school year, gains of SpaniSh-dominant elementary LEP- pupils
ranged from a low of 22.1 at the fifth grade level to 40.5 at ihe kin-
dergarten level. There was a:ceiling effect on the,PAL for English-
dominant and Bilingual pupils' for grades.One through six. Thus for
those students, no'valid information xegardinvEngish language g'rowth
as measured by the' PAL was obtained. Kindergarten gains for English7
dominant and Bilingual.LEP pupils were 16.5 and'21.8 respectively.

t,

2cym

3ALANCN.C..n.L.,,L

VIGL:SX-COMIIAM

Flrure 1: . NISPAN:C LE? <1N:ERGARTIN PPFCRYANCE GA:NS
ON THE PAL, 1981 ANO 1922.
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Figure 2. . LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY
HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS (1981-82) .
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There was not enough'pre-pot data to.calculate me ningful average LAB
gains at any secondary grade .level last year exce for the seventh and
eighth grade Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) Program-students:
NevertheleSS, it is apparent from this:year's data that English language.
learning is occurring-at all grade levels and thatj)upils in the TBE Pro-.
gram are gaining on their non-Spanish-dominant LEP peers .(see Figure 2).

,ACADEM I C ACH I EVOIENT

.,.

More than.anything else, academic achieveilient is the primary focus..ef ed-
ucatiodal programs.; They.are effective Or not based primarily on the aca-
demic performance of participating Students. For Bilingual Education, the
limelight is shared with language proficiency; but ac;:_iemic achievement re-
mains an essential focus.

Results from the Iowa Tests of Basic-Skills subtests in reading,"language,
and Math'ara examined below to provide a picture of the academic facet of
the program.

L--

The reading skills of Hispanic
LEP pupils ar4 improving grade-s MOMM

by-grade." Figure 3 illustrates
this point unequivocally. 'Thef

. grade-equivalent 'Scores increase
without:exception ftom one grade

s- to the next whether 1981 or 1982
scores are examined. A similar1982

1981 Rattern exists forthe Spanish4_
reading skill's of Spanish-domi-
nant'LEP pupils who are receiv-
ing Spanish reading instruction.
Unfortunately, LEP pupil English
reading gains are generally! in-
sufficient to narrow or even
maintain the gap that exists be-k
tween them and their non-LEP
peers. Thus, there is an ever-
widening achievement chasm that
divides them. The difference in
reading s_kills continues to broad-

. en year-by-year a8 LEP pupils fall
farther and farther behind. For
example, at the first grade level
(1982) the difference between the

Spanish7dominant LEP 'pupil English reading performance and the national noim.
group is.more than a year and two months: By the siXth grade this difference

7-

1

2 3 4 5 a
GRADES

Figure 3: BALANCED-BILINGUAL HISPANIC LEP PUPIL
READING ACHIEVEMENT (ITBS).
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h:ls:diyerged to over three.years.and'four months. The'diverging achieve-

mom_ phenomenon.is not unique to Austin and has been noted in the national

research literature. Foe Ausd.ri, onich of the divergence occurs at the

rourth grade-leVe1.
7374= ..,0117.47-1r- 3 177-77r: J ; ENGLIiri

ARADE STATISTICS 1991 1982 .. 1991 1982 1981 1922.

3 1.20 1.43 .33 1.46 - 1.26

.4. *97* *122* *53*

(SE) (.057) (.107) (.058)

,X 1.50 .35 1.52 1.56 '4.08 1.79 .

1.64. *86* *112* *107*

(SE) (.106) (.079) (.080)

,

7 2.27 1.02 2.74 2.50 2.57 2.53

2 *s *47* *36* *71* *104* *56* *57*

(5E) (:174). (.00) (.087)

2.41 2.96 2,82 2.91 ! 2.28

*41_4' -41* *50* *99*

SE (217) (.119) (.141)
\

3.22 2.52. 3.56 3.21 3,89 3.53

5 *N* *36* *31* *43* *35" *48*

(SE) (.271) (.172;

X 3.92 3.28 4.23 .4.47 4.21 4.C4

*3C* *29* *28* *53* 19* .41*

;SE; (.309) (.150) (.255)

'Fiiure 1735 AVERAGE READING SCCRES.FOR SPANISH-OpOINANT, 3ILINGUAL, AN3

.
ENGLISH-COMINANT LE," PUPILS (GRAOE EQUIVALENTS).

1 = Averege. Sd:re *N* * No. ?f Scores. Died io CalcIacicris (SE) * stancarl rror

Comparison of
this year's.grade-
by-grade reading . .

achievement with
last year's indi--
cates 'that English
reading scores are
generally,down for
all dominance cate-..
gories and all:grades._
The 1982 fifth ancl
sdixt1T srads,8ilingual
LEpstudentsare ,the
exceptions uho scored
higher than similar
students the year.
before (see Figure 4).

Since Many' LEp pupils
are from low income

families many of. the children- are Served by the Title I Program. ?be's partici-

pation in. the ,Title I Program enhance the'perfOrmance of these LEP students?

Analysis of the achievement data suggest that second andthird grade LEP pupils
partL:ipate in the Title I Program outperform their non-Title 1 counter- .

ZWboth roading and
lan7u4g' (see kigure 5);
The benefit to Title I 4 TI: TITLE

first graders was not
examined since informa-
tion was not available
upon which te adjuat
for different entry
skilla. At the fourth
through sixth,grade
levels students parti-
pating.in the Title I.,
Program did not attain
higher levels of per-
formance in reading,
language or ,math.

Thus, for LEP pupils
above the.third grade
the Title I Program
produces no apparent
achievement benefits.

NTI:

3 T)

... 3 NTI....
... .......

.............

2 TI
........ 2 NTI

PRE POST

Figure 3: TITLE I VS NON-TITLE I GRA:3ES TWO AND THREE, READING.
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ARE LANGUAGE SKILLS IMPROVING?

Figures '6. and 7 demonstrate an increase
in the language skills of LEP pupils,
from the lower to higher grade levels.
The'everwidening divergence of LEP
pupils from the national norm group

.

noted in the reading section is also
applicable to language Skills.

:11,ASE stmsrIcs
....P,.:ISH 204.15.111;

1561 1982
BI 7LNGUP.:.

1991- 198.2

31"Z.-1511

1962
XV=17117.

1982
._ .

.

.4 ..0 .57 1 15 1.21 1.44
*113* '15* '125* *149*

ISE)
1 (.481) (.123i- (.C30)

R .52 1.00 1.70 1.78 2.14 1.91
2 *14* 19* *67* . *102* *119* *75* '107*

ISM (.146) (.106) (.096)

R 1.14 .92 2.55 2.99 2.50 2.13
3 .n, ,24 *36* *76* *104* *47* *67*

(SE1 (.192) (.132) (.129)

1 5! 1 51 2.16 3.24. 3.45 3:41 3.64
4 ,N4 *33* 41' *56* *ES* .48: -4534

1541 (.288) (.1571 (.175)

R 2.74 2.67 3.72 4217 3.56 . 4.15
5 *N. .19. .39.' .5.6* '4.5* *41* *48*

ISE) 1.3171 1.114)
. 1.1511.

R 2.22 3.21 4.62 4.52 4.65 4.76
6 *:4* '11* *29* 46* *52* *21' *41*

(SE/ (.373) 1.1801 (.2381

. Fi3ure 7: :7E5 AVERA3E L;40ECA53 SCOPES FOR 3?ANUI*-0CMINA51, 5:LIN71A:, AND
ENGUSH-OCMANT LsP 'WILE (GRADE M2'174E11752. all

m471044t
M014

I

7

a

5
1942

4

. 1941

t 3

7

4 III/

111:2

2

1 2 3 4
OF1AOES

Figure 8: 'BALANCED-BILAGUAL HISPANIC LEP PUPIL

_ _._..

LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT OW.

Comparison of performance last
.,11year with this year indicates

that-language scores are gen-.

li

etally up. Second grade Eng-
lish-dominant and third grade
Spanish7dominant LEP pupils

,
provide the only exceptions
to this rule.

.II

As noted in the teading section, second.and third grade Title I LEP students
attained higher reading and language scores (adjusted for entry level skills)
than did their non-Title I counterparts..

i

ARE MATH SKILLS INIROVING?

II\Since math is the academic area requiring the least language, it is antici-
pated that LEP plipils Will Perform better in this area than in reading or
language, Figures 8 and 9 confirm this hypothesis, There is a tendency
for math skills to diverge from the national notiM across the grades; how-%
ever, the divergence for math skills is much less than that for reading or.
language. Furthermore, the divergence associated with perfotmance between
the end of third and fourth grade accounts,for'a substantial part of the
total divergence (perhaps 60% or more). At present it is not known 'wheth-
er this phenomenon is associated with a change of.schools, a difference in

XVI-6
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I.

2-

the,difficulty level of the ITBS, a sparsity of good teachers at the

fourth grade level, or some other factor. Further exploration to eli-

minate rival hypotheses is in order.

.27-(60AL
.041d

2 3 4
CRADE3

Figure 81 BALANCED-BILINGUAL HISPANIC LEP PUPIL

MATH ACHIEVEMENT (ITBS).

,
SWISS p2mwr BILINGUAL U:c.,,..1SH camikar

044DE
...

sTmstIcs :981 1982. 1981- -1922 1991. 19E2

R 1.44 1.48 1.56 1.57 1.53 1.52

1
«ye .129. .122. .74. .76. ... .64. .149.

cps) (.065) (.092) (.060)

Ft 2.16 2.56 2.27 2.52 2.29 2.52

_ 2 "(N" .73. .67* 91. .119" .114. .107.

.
(SE) (.102) (.064)

.

(.064)

R 3.05 3.26 3.24 3.58 3.05 3.42

3 ..,, .36. .72. .104' .58.
.. .53. .67.

'(SE) (.183) (.071) (.073)

R 3.41 3.93 3.62 4.10 3.53 3.65 '

4 ...N. .47. .41. ' '51. .59. "35. 51.

(SE) (.215) (.105). (.126)

R 4.64 4.96 4:31 ' 5.14 4.6., 4.63

5 *14. .37. ..39. .4" "43" .35. .48.

(SE). (410) (.167) (.180)

R 5.15 6.02' ,- 5.24 6.32 4.96 '5..60...

6 "N. .33" .29* *28. .53' .20. .41.

(BE) (.190) (.135): (.210)

vivIr.a 9: :TSS AVE3AE MATH 5C3RES 'CR 5ANISH-DGMINANT, BIL:NGUAL, AND
tiNG,.:5H-COINAN1 ...E? n'(15.

Comparison grade-by=grade of math performance last year and-this year in-

dicates math scores are up at every grade'level for all LEP.dominance, cate-

gories except English=dominant first and fifth graders. Thus, the District

appeats to be improving its-math instruction for LEP students.

MUSICAL CHAIRS STAFFING'

,

For a number.of years, the District has been attempting to meet the heeds

of its Hispanic LEP :pupils by providing .at.least part of the childi's in-

struction with a bilingually certified.tbacher.. Since there have never

been quite enou'gh bilingually certified teachers to go around, the Dis-
tricthasbeenunabletoprovidebilingualinStruction to all of its

Hispanic LEP children. A

fft its 'attempt to meet this need, the District has in the.Oest:

funded Bilingual Resource Teachers to serve Hispanic LEP

pupils in low incidence schools..
offered parpts.the opportunity to transfer their LEP child

.to a school, where bilingualdnstruction can,be_provided..

establis.he'd bilinguallY cettified and monolingual-En'glish
teacher, teams to assure that LEP pupils in the.monolingual-

English teacher's class reeeived some:bilingual instruction.
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CAN THE DI,STRiCT PROVIDE BILINGUALLY CERTIFIED,TEACHERS TO ALL CHILDREN
FOR WHOM.BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION IS REQUIRED?

This Distri6t has been unable tc5 secure bilingu'ally certified teaChers for
Vietnamese pupils. :Furthermore, the number (193) of bilinguallycertified
teachers available to serve the Hispanic LEP, population is marginal. The
193 bilingually certified teachers employed by the District must serve

'approximately 1,700 Hispanic LEP pupils. Thus, on the aVerage- these teach
ers must serve about nine-LEP pupils. Unfortunately ..here are logistic
problems associated with get.ting the students and teachers placed in an
optimal fashion so that all can be served. SchoOls must have the right
number of c,.rtified teachers at the' right.g'rade levels. To cover all.
.61.elementary schools at all grade levels with at least one bilingually
certified.teacher would require a minimum of-280 teachers. The number of
LEP students varies considerably from campus to campusl nine schools have
more than 75 Hispanic LEP students and 16:schools have fiVe or fewer.
Thus, tha incidence of LEP pupils-at the'various schools must beconsid
ered along with other factors. Among the schools With a low incidence of
LEP pupils, it is very difficult to predict when the next- LEP child will
enroll and' at what grade level. Under these and other constraints, Ole
District will be:able-to meet its requirement to serve all its Hispanic
LEP pupils through bilingyally Certified teachers only if it is prepared
to:

transfer students to schools where they can be provided bilingually
certified teachers.

move certified teachers to schools as the,need arises.
move certified teachers' within schools so that the appropriate grade
levels.are covered.

Amanda
Hale
Graham

3,1,1
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It may be possible for the District to do all of these. However-, the

resulting "Musioal chairs" will not be without rePercussions: .

Morale among bilingual teachers may-plummet sinte they may
be transferred at a moment's notice.
Prficipals may balk at the Central Office ihterference that
reassigns teaching personnel to instructional grade levels
and breaks up teacher assignment:plans with teacher trans-
fers.

LEp students and their parents may not cooperate with trans-
fers from the home school to a school with appropriately
certified bilingual teachrs.

CHANGES IN THE WIND

Ever shifting requireMents have been a hallmark of the Austin Bilihgual,
lirogram.. In.the past, mismatches in the State and.Federal guidelines as
well as yearly changes in the requirements at either or_both State and.
Federal levels have set the stage for confUsion that has made the develop-
ment and.implementation of a consistent, understandabla, and cohesive
program virtually iMpossible to attain. For thafirst time in years,
State and.Federal guidelinea,for bilingual education may match and re-
main stable for the forthcoming year. This pheonmenon 'is dile to nego-
tiations between the Office for Civil Rights and the Texas EdUcation
Agency to match requirementaand to the,new Texas Bilingual,Law (S.B.
477§2, Acts of the 67th Legislature) designed to meet most Of, the re-
quirements of Judge JuStice's federal court order.

In this interlude of relative calm and quiet it seems inappropriate to
suggest even minor adjustments to.the guidelines. Nevertheless, there
are some adjustments that are in order if we are to avoid new pitfalls
and wastefulness'in appropriating 'District resources: Two issues are
addressed in the aubsequent parts of this section:

What Are the Implications of the New LEP Exit Criteria?
Is Unnecessary Testin.g Occurring in the LEP Exitimg Process?

.TheSe issues relate directly to'specifications within the State,law and
must be eventually addressed by the Texas legislature.

WHAT ARE.THE,IMPLICATIONS OF THE NEW LEP EXIT CRITERIA?

Perhaps the most dramatic change in the Local/State Bilingual Program dur-
, ing the past Year was the change.in criteria that made exiting LEP status
.substantially easier for all elementary children, especially those at the
tkindergarten and first grade levels. As a rasult of the new 'criteria,

0 4
0'1,0
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nearly-five times the numberof children were identified as either eligi-
ble or potentially eligible to exit LEP:status than were identified by
the exit proceSs the year hefore. Eigure 10 illustrates'the situation.
Since children who, exit muSt be reassessed for two subsequent Years to
Assnre.that exiting was appropriate, many of these chiZdren wiZZ reener
f.EP status at the end of second grade, the time when more Stringent cri
teria are applied.

The continuing process
of entering, e4iting,
.and then reentering LEP
status for a substan
tial numb.er of child
ren will undoubtedly
be a source of fruS
tration for the child7:
ren, their varents and
the District. Thus,
action at the State
level to make exit .

.crlteria more 'compar-

able across the grades
Zs essential.

GRADES 1-6 7-8 9-12

YEAR,1981 -82

READYTOEXIT 131 '354 8 18

NEED LPAC.DECISION .-1\1A 346 23 23

131 700' 31 : 41
***********************************************

YEAR 1980-81

READY TO EXIT 0 83

NEEDING ORAL 0 88 . 0 3

LANGUAGE TEST

TOTAL 0 171 3 10

Figure 10: COUNT OF PUPILS READY OR POTENTIALLY
READY TO EXIT LEP STATU$.

IS UNNECESSARY TESTING OCCURRING IN THE LEP EXITING PROCESS?

Actording to the State bilingual regulations, an oral,language.proficiency
test and the reading and language arts Subsections of 'a State approved

.standardized achieyement test musC be 'administered to all LEP pupils at
the end of the:school year. The testing is used to determine which 'stu
dents are eligible to exit LEP status and its'associated prograts.

The achievement test requirement is met through the
regular districtWide testing. Results frpm these
tests indicate that more than .60% of the LEP child-
ren will remain-LEP no matter what score they obtain
on the oral language proficiency test. Thus, 60%
of the LEP pupils wiZZ be tested with the oraZ
guage proficiency test unnecessarily. NOt only ist
student instructional time lost but substantial per
sonnel and other resources must be committed to un
'necessary and expensive oheonone,oral language'test
ing. Unfortunately, the State bilingual law and its
associated regulations will have to change.tb. rectify
this problem. .

0 ,1
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WHAf CAN WE LEARN FROM THIS YEAR'S EVALUATION?

The major conclusions from this year's evaluation are highlighted above.

The following is a reiteration of thoge findings:

Gains for second and third'grade LEP students in reading and
language were greater for those participating in the Title I
Program than for thOse who did not,
The new State bilingual law. and regulations specify procedures
to be carried out by loeal districts'that will result in manS,

kindrgarten and first grade children entering, exiting, and
reentering LEP status.- -

Due to the new LEP exit criteria, the number of Hispanic LEP
Tupils will, decTease' to About 1,700.
The number of bilingually certified teachers employed by the
District ig marginal if all Hispanic LEP. are to,be provided
bi1ingu-1 instruction.
-LEP pupils at low pupil/teacher ratio (LP/TR) schools did not
outperform LEP students in the regular program.. In fact .sec-,

,ond grade LEP studbnts in the regular program outperformed
their LP/TR counterparts in reading, language', and math.
In comparison to last year, LEP .pupil performance is,generally
down in reading, but up in language and math.

XVI-P14



81.30 .

(81.10)

ABSTRACT'

Title: Bilingual Teacber Perceptions (Brochure)

.Contact Person: Jonathan 'Curtis

No. Pages: 8

Summary:

This brochure identifies for the 1980-81.school year-the most highly
sought support services and the greatest need for inservice as per-
ceived by the Bilingual Program teachers.

XVI-12
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(81.13)

Evaluation Design ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN:.1 Local/State Bilingual.1981-82-

Contact Person: Jonathan Curtis

No. Pages: 15

Suthmary: .

The Evaluation Design is a one-year plan oDevaluation work for this project.
It provides 4 brief project and evaluation summary, the major decision and
evaluation questions to be addressed; other information needs, dissemination
plans, and informahon sources to be,

The primary focus of the evaluation is on the acadethic achievement of students
.who have been Provided instructional services by the.Local/State Bilingual
Program. Particular'emphasis is Tlaced on the areas associated with language
development.

LEP proOedures review and'program characteristics represent secondary interests-
addressed by the Evaluation Design.- These topics are- incarporated in the de-
sign to provide a basis_for increased effic y and relevance of the program
and its associated procedures.

. 0 1
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Final Technical Report' ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL RLRORT: 1982-1983 LocallState Bilingual Project

Contact Person: Jonathan Curtis

No. Pages: 133

SumMary:

The Final' Technical Report consists of six appendices. Each appendix reports
on the information collected by a specific data collection measure.

Each appendix Contains:

This

An in§trument description
Purpose on the measure'.
PrOcedures used to collect the data
Summary of the results
Tables and figure& presenting the data

Technical Report contains the following

Appendix A:
Appendix 8:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:
Appendix F: Masterfiie of LEP Students

appendices:

PAL Oral Language Dominance Measure
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Spanish Reading Test (Prueba de Lectura)
Language Assessment Battery.
Potential Policy Changes in LEP Procedures

U
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FINAL REPORT

Project' Title: Title VII Bilingual Preschopl Project

- Contact Persons:- -.Martin Arocena,_Jonathan J. Curtis

Major'Positive Findings:

L. Results from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Revised) (PPVT) showed
that the English vocabulary of Title VII participants significantly
improved.

2: Title VII prekindergarten students whose scores on the pretest were
in the middle range ma-de better gains than those in Title I Migrant's
prekindergarten.

3. The scores of a Title VII Preschool class were compared with those
attained.by a control group of LEP children of similar background,
from the same'community.who.did not attend prekindergarten. The

participants of the Title VtI preschool:attained a higher'and
significantly dafferent average standard Score._

4. ParentS who answered the Spanish version of the parent's question-
, naire said that the most important thing theif child learned in.
.school was English.

5. .All six Title VII Preschool Bilingual-teachars.felt the inservices
,were beneficial to. them. The most'frequent reason this was true
was that new/better ideas wereobtained.-

...

Major Findings Requiring Action

1. 'Title VII PreSchool students who were low scorers on the PPVT pretest
did not gada as much-as comParable Title I Migrant and Title T
Prekindergarten students..::

2. jeachers who reported.using two sets of instructdonal materials,.
BiJingual Early Childhood Program (BECP) and the AISD Prekindergartan

, Curriculum as their main sources, obtained greater gains than those who
only used the BECP.

Evaluation Summary:

The following As a description of the nature of the.Program and a summary
of the major evaluation findings for the,1981-82 school year; the second
"year of operation for the Title VII Bilingual Preschool. Tha results are

XVII 352
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Rresented by program component. They are presented in greater detail
'in the 1981-82,Title y11 Bilingual Preschool Project Technical Report,
Publication No% 81.72. The Project's components'were:

instruction and curriculum,

parental involvement; and

t-e-,-dher inservice tralning.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE TITLE VII BILINGUAt PRESCHOOL PROJECT?

The Title VII Bilingual Preachool Project was implemented in six. AISD schools
(Allan, Allison, Becker, BroOke, Govalle and Sanchez) during the 1981-82 .

school year. Its purpose is to develop a demonstration p.rogram:that,serves
the.needs of children who are identified as limited English proficient
(LEP) and who come from low income.families.

There was one class per school and each one contained eighteen children, .

three of whom were non-LEP. It. was anticipated that the three non-LEP
children would serVe as English-speaking models for their LEP peers. In-
struction was provided in English and/or Spanish as needed, by
bilingual teachers.

WHAT MERE THE 'PROGRAM'S OBJECTIVES?'

The objectives of the Program were:

la. Project students will attain a higher level of skill in language (as
measured by the PPVT or another similar instrument) and concept
development (as measured by the BOEHM)* than a comparable group of
non-project students.

lb. The students will be provided structured instruction for at least 50% of
the school day. (The,remainder of the day may be spent in non-structured
learning, rest period, restroom visits, etc.)

lc. Language instruction in both English and Spanish will be provided daily
for project participants..

2a. Teachers will attain new levels of competence in the areas where
training is provided as evidenced by pre- and post measures associated
with.each formal training session.

to.
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2b. During each school year, project teachers will be provided at least-
four days of formal inservice training.

2c, During each summer of the Ptoject, teaOhers will be provided at-
least 3 days bf intensive formal inservice training addressing needs
defined by the teachers themselves.

3a. Perfotmance objectives cannot be applied directly to parents without
creating.undue anxiety and resistance.. Th5! idea is to get parents
participating and interested and to reinfovce them for participation,

3b. Outside the school setting, parents will conduct each school Week
at least two one-quarter hour.lessons for their-child participating
"in the project. (These lessons are,to be Prepared in advance by
the project staff.) Responsibilityfor conducting these lessons
will begin within one month of joining the project3s involvement
component.

3c. By the secohd month of the Second year at leaSt 50% of the project
students will have parenta participating in the parental involvement
component of the project.

HOW WERE PARTICIpANTS SELECTED?

After their'letruitment, applicants were tested with the Primary Acquisition
of Language Test (PAL) in English and Spanish. 'Those w1-0 indicated 'Spanish
as their.response on at least one item on the home language surVey and
scored 7.9 or less on the English.PAL were considered up and therefore
qualified applicants. Participants of the Title VII Program were randomly
selected from that pool of qualified applicants. The non-LEP children
selected were those with the highest scores on the English PAL test.

IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TITLE .VII PRESCHOOL AND OTHER DISTRICT
PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS?

Yes. There'are two other prekindergarten programs in AISD: Title I and'
Title I Migrant. The major differences among them are:

the criteria for admission,

T.itle VII Preschool.is a bilingual prOgram while the others
are not,

Title'VII has a parental comOonent, and

Variations in the sets'of instructional materials used.

Title I serves children from lower socioeconomic strata but not necessarily
LEP or Spanish monolinguals. Title I Migrant serves only children whose

XVII 3
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parents are migrant's. The qualifications for Title VII are stated above..
Title VII implements several activities to involve parents in the Pducation
of their children.' A more detailed descriPtion is provided in a later
section. .

Title I and Migrant used the AISD Prekindergarten Curriculum and its
associated instructional materials. Title VII, instead, implemented the
activities and units provided by the Bilingual Early Childhood-Program
(BECP) instructional materials as the core of their instructional program.

INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM-

DID THE TITLE VII PRESCHOOL MEET ITS ACHIEVEMENT OBJECTIVES?

Yes. Results from the PPVT-R indicate that English language skills improved.
A comparison'of pre- and posttest,results-indicate that the Program attained
an average standard score gain of 8.27. Furthermore, the comparisoh of
one of the Title VII Preschool classes (Sanchez) with a control group showed

, that the English vocabulary of, the Program's par9ticipants was greater than
that of the control group. The difference may be attributed to Ole program's
effect.

Figure 1 presents graphically a comparison of pre-.and posttest standard
score,averages.

1 00 ;ft

90.

O 80.
o
(//

< 60.

50-

co

0

78.10

69.58

r
PRETEST POSTTEST
1981 1982

Figure 1. COI4PARISON OF PRE- TO POSTTEST SCORFS IN ENGLISH.

There were also gains in Spanish. The-Program attained an average gain of
3.34. A t-test of the pre- to posttest gain was signficant at the X=.05 level.
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However, Spanish achieVement cannot be attributed unequivocally to the

Troject. A comparison Between a Title VII 'class and a control group did

not show significant differences..

'WHO PROVIDED THE INSTRUCTION?

Instruction was .provided principally by hilinguallY certified teachers in
collaboration with a teacher aide'and occasionally others suCh as music.
teachers, P.E. teachers,.librarians, and substitute teachers. During this

year one of the Title VII classes waS different from the others in that-

two prekindergarten teachers taught'as a team. At Allison Elementary, child-
, ren were taught by the Title VII teacher and also by the Title I Migrant

teaoher.

WAS THERE DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION?:

Yes. The predominant language:of instruction was EngliSh. HOwever,

Spanish was alsoThsed to provide inStruction primarily to those children
who were essentially Spanish monolinguals. All teachers divided their

classes into groups.. These groups were formed mOstly according to lan7t

guage ability. Thegroups folldwed a rotational -pattern where one group
of children would be instructed by the teacher, another bY'the.aide, and

the third grOup' would be working independently in one of the learning

centers. The teacher and aide taught each group in the doMinant language ,

of each particular grodp. Figure 2 shows average time of structured
instruction according to language of instruction for each of the groups

observed during classroom observations.

'Group

No. oC
children
observed

,Total
Average

AVERAGE STRUCTGRED INSTRUCTION 1N:

Lnglish Spanish Both* Non-Verbal

Spanish 40.5 min. 26.25 min.° 15.62 min. 1.37 min.
Dominant

. 8 83.75m (48.3%) (31.3%) (18.6%) (1.6%)

'Low Eng. and 60.87 min. 11.42 min. 2.57 mln. 1,71 min.

Low'Span.ish 76.57m (79.4%) (14.9%) Q.3%0 (2.27)

English 55.4 min. 38.5, min. 1.00 min. 1.30 min.

Dominant 5 76.20m (80.0%) 07.3%) (1.4%) . (1.1%)

*Observer hears t%.:0 langtiages during a minnte.

FIGURE 2. DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION OBSERVED DURINC STRUCTURED INSTRUCTTON.

IN WHAT ACTIVITIES DID THE CHILDREN SPEND THEIR SCHOOL DAY?

The school day for the Title VII PreschoolProject's participants lasted
390 minutes per day'during a five day week. Classroom observations showed
that the average time spent in instruction was 48.47% (190/390) of the
school day,. The remaining time, 51.42% (200/290) of the school day was
dedicated.to non-instructional activities..
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For anlysis purposes, knstruction was subdivided into structured and un- 11

structured instrucion. The first one refers to instructional activities
whith arejprest,ribed by the core instructional materials. Unstructured
instruction inch:des activities used by the teacher to reinforce,the
core'instructional materials' units and/or other activities. From class-
room observations, it was learned that on the average 19:6%.(77/390) was
used fOr structured instruction while 28.8% (113/390) was used for un-
structured instruttion.

Non-inStructional activities inclUded breakfast, lunc.ba nap, a short
snack, restroom visits and also ,time for free, play on the school's
playground. Figure 3 show§ the.distribution of time during the school
day, and also a breakdown of time used for.the various,non-instructional
activities.

.

Unstructured
Instruction
113 min.

(28:-8%)

Structured
Instruction

77 min.
(19.6%)

-Non-Instruction-
200 min.
(51.4%)

School's Day = 390 Min.

D=7 min.

Non Instruction=200 min.

A= breakfast D= snack
B= restroom visit .E= nap

C= lunch F= transitions
G= free time

,FIGURE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ACCORDING TO ACTIVITIES.

The,instructional activities were oriented toward improveMent and develop-,.
ment of the following areas:

vocabulary and concepts,

English syntax,

visual,auditory and motor skills.

XVI3 6

min.

1
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WHAT IN8TRUCTIONAL MATERIALS WERE UTILIZED?

During the 1981-82.school year, Title VII teachers implemented the instruc-
tional activities and materials prescribed by the' Bilingual Early Childhood
Program. While the BECP was the main,source of instructional materials,
teachers alSo used other sources to complement their instruction such as
'the Peabody Kit, 8arufaldi,- and. AISD Prekindergarten materials, as'well as
teacher developed materials. Since one of the goals of the Project is to
find inatructional materials that wdll serve efficiently and effectiVely
the LEP.studentS of the District, some flexibility in the choice of in-
strucional materials was allowed.

From the teacher interview it_ was found that two teachers reported using-
both BECP and AISD Prekindergarten materials in Combination. One teacher
taught all units from both sources. The second.teacher did nOt teach
the AISD materials herself, however, her team teacher utilized AISD
materials. The PPVT-R average gains for the schools that used BECP" and
AISD, were higher than the other schOols. This finding would suggest that
future research should consider the-effects of these materials when used
in combination.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

TO WHAT EXTENT AND HOW WERE PARENTS INVOLVED IN THE PROGRAM?

Parental involvethent is considered a major goal of the Title VII Bilingual
Preschool. The Program operates under the principle that parents' complement-
ing and reinforcing what is learned at school is a desirable activity. TO

fulfill this.goal tha following tun° activities were implemented:

Parenting Seminars,

At-Home ActiVities.

WHAT ARE THE PARENTING SEMINARS?

Parenting seminars.are meetings where parents.of the participating children
meet with the instructional coordinator, the community representative, and
occassional guest speakers. During these sessions, ideas on how to provide
informal instructio.n at home with inexpensive materials are taught and
Aiscussed. During 1981-82, 4.seminars were provided.

WHAT IS THE AT-HOME PROGRAM?,

The At-Home Program consiSted of activities to facilitate xiie child's'
learning through.parent-child interaction. Every week parents,received
a Set of instructions and.materials to impkement an activity reinforcing

XVII
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the unit being taught in class 'that week. Through,a bilingual question-
naire sent to parents,it was found that 95.3% (82 of the 86 questionnaires
.received).reported that the instructions were easy to.follow, two said
that they were difficult, and two parents declared they had nevet re7
ceiyed the material. Furthermore,.to document at-home.aceivities,one
activity was selected to evidence the parents' at-home participaeion.
Parents were instructed to sprout a seed and have _their children brihg
it to school. The_seeds, potting soil and container were provided by
the Project. Records were kept of the children who completed the pro-

,
ject: This shOwed that 89.7% (96/107) brought the project back to class.

WHAT IS THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIt?
--

The Pareht/Community Advisory Council (PAC) is an organization ,of parents
sponsored I:); AISD:that meets regularly throughout the school year to -

review the progress of Bilingual. Education in the AISD. Ies major goal
-is to.keep informed of the Bilingual,Education Program and to make
recommendations and suggestionS that lead to an improved program.
Meetings are.held once a month in the evenings. The PAC is not a coMr
ponent of the Title VII ParentalInyolvement Program, however, all'
parents are encouraged to, ParticiOate, since topica are discussed that
are of special interest toc,them. During the 1981:82 school year, some
of the Title y11 parents were officers of,thislassociation. The records
of attendance -reviewed indicate that there were. seven PAC meetings during
the 1981-82 school year and Title VII parents constituted., on the
average, 65% of the members present.

ARE PARENTS INVOLVED IN OTHER WAYS?
a

An ihdication of further.parental involvement in education by Title-
VII parents wakprovided by threaprincipals of Title VII schools.
They reported that 6 parents of the fide VII Bilihgual Preschool
children were serving on.-School committees and,one parent was electecr
to serve as president of the school's Parent Teacher Association.

-TEACHER TRAINING

a

HOW MANY AND WHAT WERE THE TOPICS OF THE TITLE VII INSERVICE TRAINING
SESSIONS?

There were nine formal inservice training sessions provided for the'
Project's teachers. The topics covered4were:

August 15, 1981

August 19, '1981

New Teacher. WorkshOp

Threatopicsware discussed by guest
speakers; science, language arts, and,
math a -
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. August 26, 1981 Math

October 7, 1981 Language of Instruction, Reporting
to Parents

November 11, 1981 Effective Use of Bilingual Early,

Childhood Program,

February 10, 1982 Asgessing Pupil Progress-
..

February 17, 1982 .Using the Instruttional Aide

March 3., 1982 Use of the Camera
-

April 14, 1982 Movement Activities.for the Four

Year Old .

Ih addition to thia' formal'inseryitejtraining.there were other inservices

.where the teachers met with tfie instructional coordinatOr on an individual

basis, '

WAS THE'TRAINING BENEFICIAL TO THE TE ACHERS?

All teachers felt the inservices-were ,benefical to them. The most

frequently reported reason was that neWbetter ideas were obtained.-
,

A *FEDERAL AUDIT

C.

Only 18school days after the Project's start, the Title V II Bilingual

Preschool Project was, audited by the Office of Inspector General (DIG)%

Its conclusions and recommendations were:.

"The demonstration project 's duplication of-Austin's

existing federally funded preschool programs 'and

the District'ajaiiure'to ,impl,ement tha'project as .

proPosed violates both the inteht.of the grant award.
:and the intent pf the Title VIL'as well as appli-
cable Federal regulationa. Because the Troject

is not providing a, complet& dual language instruc-
tion.program as proposed, its usefulness.as a ha-
,tional demonstration project for other programs of

bilingual education is qüestiOnable. :Consequently,
we recommend that the district terminate the demon-

stration project and refund to.the Federa1GovernMent
all grant funds received 'for the 1980-81 project -

year (the grant award' was $281,538) and the 1981-82

"AVII-7 9
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project year (Austin's grant proposal requested
$288,507)." (Office of Inspector General, -REVIEW
oP FEDERAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AT-AUSTIN
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, March 8, 1982, p. .4),

AISD has denied these allegations and is pursuing all procedures available
to clear theUistrict of the OIG's allegations.

WHAT HAVE BEEN THE REPERCUSSIONS OF THE'OICAUDITi'

While the case is still to be tesolved,:AiSD's Title VII Preschool .

Project iS already experiencing damaging Consequences from the audit.
First,'aue to the prevailing.uncertainty about its continuation,
,five Of the six teachers'are.nt returning to the Project: Four of
.these teachers have had two years of experience with this Project.
_They were trained on the use ofthe BECP-and the special problems of
the tar.get population. LosingAhese teacheis-will affect the Project,
since untradned teachers will have to be hired. Furthermore, hiring
"cannot take place ath.enough time to plan,and.prepare,.sinc&hiririg
has Been frozen by AISD for Title VII until the issues are resolved'.
Title VII will obviously not have the opportunity tO,hire thebest

, -teachers..

The' Title.VII Project is a project that serves the educational needs of
preschooj LEP stUdents whose needs-are not met by'any other DistrIct
programs. There are already a 1- -ge number o'f-applicantsffor the 1982-782
scbool year, should the Project continue. There are over 250 applitations
on fileA.nd more applicants are expected through the summer.

^
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Brochure ABSTRACT

Title ORE'S EVALUATION FINDINGS: Title VII Bilingual Pre-K Program

Contact Person: Martin Axocena .

No. Pages: 14

Summary:

The purpose of-this brochure was to disseminate. the evaluation.findings

ot the Title VII preschoO-1 Program to interested audiences. The document

is a_summary of.the findings reported in the Title VII Evaluation

,
Findings of 1980-81.-
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Evaluation Design

ABSTRACT

.Title: EVALUATION DESIGN: 1981-1982 Title VII Bilingual Freschool

Contact Persons! Martin Arocenar_Joriathan Curtis

No. Pages: 16

Content:

0
. .

: The evaluation. deaign is a one-year pian'of evaluation work for the project.
The eable of.tontents for this document includes:.

I. Evaluation Design
Review Form

I . Narrative Summary
A. Trogram.Summary
B. Evaluation

III. Decision Questiona
A. Questions Addressed
B. Overview

IV. Information Needs
A. Needs
B. Overview

V. Dissemination

This chapter presentsthe names of
persons (responsible for some aspect
'of the.project's implementation)zyho
have 'been provided relevant portions
of the design for revieW .dnd commente;

This chapter briefly describes the
project and,.the evaluation activities
tied t6 the project.

Here the evaluator states all.the
.decision questions and relates them
to the evaluation questions and
objectives as well as their data
sources.'

evaluator specifies other
inf rmation needs that are not
included ih the deciSion question
section. This may include infor-
matiOn required fol. annual TEA
reports,..applications,, interim
reports, etc.

°.

Here the evaluator specifies the
medium by' which information will
be disseminated, the date of dis*.
tribution, and the perSon re
ceiving the information.

XVII -12' aUij
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VI. Iaformation Sources The evaluator lists each information
source-and specifies the population
from which infortation will be ob7
tained. The date the information
will be collected and tha analysis
tecbniques are list, d.

VII. Data to be Collected' This is a timeline for the collection
of data in the schools.

VIII. Evaluation Time Resources This Chapter summarizes all the
: Allocation Resources evaluation work estimates:(in person

days) by position, for eacb aspect of
the evaluation.

Evaluation Design Summary

Evaluation of the 1981-82 Title yri Preschool BilingUal Project involves
the following activi,ties:

a) The production of a.final report and a'technical report which
present information and documentation relevant to- the decision
questions,

b) The dissemination of evaluation information to district personnel.

Scope of Design:

, Decision questions
5 lnformation, need question.

23 Evaluation 'questions

..Evaluation Resources Required in persondays)

10 Director
35 Senior EValuator

131 Evaluator
37 Secretary

XVII' 13
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Technical Report

ABSTRAC

Title: TECHNICAL REPORT: 1981-82 ESEA Title II Pre-K Project

Contact Persons: Martin Arocena, Jonathan Curtis

No. Pages: 56

Summary:

This'is ,the.accompanying document to the ESEA Title VII BilingualoProgram
.1981-82 Final Report (see Final Report in this volume).

The Technical Report consists ofseven appendices. Each appendix reports
thenformatiOn collected by a specific collection measure.

P
When appropriate the appendices cOntain:

An instrument description
Purpose of the nieasure

' Procedures used to collect and analyZe the data
Summary of results
Tables and figures presenting the data
Copies of computer output from the-analyses

_This Technical Report contains the following appendices:

Appendix A:
Appendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:
Appendix E:
Appendix F:
Appendix G:

Ipformation'in
this project.

'.Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
Peabody Plcture VOcabulary Test,. $panish Version
Classroom-Observation 1

-Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Parent's,Questionnaire .

Pre-K Teacher's Interview.
,

Records from the Project Coordinator's Office

these appandices,is summarized in the Final Report for

el

t_,),:j
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FINA4 REPORT

Project Title: State Compensatory Education

.Contact Persons: Evangelina.Mangino, Glynn Ligon

Major Positive Finding:

SCE provided funds for counseling and instructional services which other-
wise would not have been available.

.Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. For the second Tear in a row, students served by an SCE teacher made
generally lower achievement gains than comparable students who were not
served: 1981-8'2 results were mixed for reading skills, but in favor of
the non-SCE students at every grade for language and math skills.

2. Attendance in secondary-level writing labs has had no noticeable
. effects on student achieVement test scores.

3. The writing labs did not have eligibility cfiteria,and in order to
serve low achievers more, as is the intentionof SCE, criteiia must
be set.

4. There is'a lack of-instructional coordination of the SCE.elementary
teachers.

110W EFFECTIVE WAS THE'SCE EtEMENTARY INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT?

A total of 23 teachers, seven hf whom were bilingual, ptovided instruction
to students at or below the 30th percentile in reading, language arts, or

lahh' SCE teacher was eXpeCtechto-serve a Minimum of'40 students
per day,

Services provided:

,947 students -01.1% of eligible studentsYin grades kindergarten
through six were served it reading/language artS by 23 SCE
teachers.

. 318 students (17.7% of elignle students) in grades kindergarten
through six were served in mathematics by 10 SCE. teachers.
Thirteen SCE teachers dfid not report having provided any math
instruction.

XVIII -1
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281 limited-English-proficient (LEP) students, including all
categories from English monolingual'to monolingual in a- lan-,

guage other than English, were served by bilingually certified
teachers.

The 16 nonbilingual SCE teachers served an average of 42 stu-
dents per day.

The seven bilingual SCE teachers served an average of 40 stu-
dents per day.

18 teachers serVed 693 students in reading/language arts and
241 students in mathematics in a'"self-contained/resource room"
(students receiVed some reading/language arts and math instruc-
tion in the regular classroom and additional instruction in the
SCE classroom).

2 teachers served 98 students in reading/language arts and 51
'students in math in a "team-teaching situation" (SCE planned
and implemented instruction along with the regular classroom'
teacher).

3 teachers served 156 students In ,reading/language arts and
53 students in math in an "open-space'classroom" (SCE teacher
worked with SCE students in the regular classroom while the
regular classroom teacher worked wi.th the rest of the students).

Teaching mode:

73% of the students received inStruction from SCE teachers in a
self-contained/resource room (pu11-out) situation.

10% ofthe students received instruction from SCE teachers in a
team-teaching sittiation.

16% of the students received instruction from SCE teachers in an
open-space classroom.

Achievement gains:

-The achlevement gains of students served by an SCE teacher were
generally smaller than the gains of Other low achievers who were
not'served.

Reading:

- In grades 4 and 6, the very lowest achievers
gained more if they were ser- -d by SCE, but the
relatively better low achie' .gained more if
they were not served.

- In grade 3, the students served by SCE gained more.

- In grades 2 and 5, the students not served by SCE
gained More.

xvI!-g.



Language Arts':

- In all grades, the students not served by SCE
gained more.

Math:

Ill all grades; the students not served by SCE gained
more.

The students served by an SCE teacher were compared to those who 4ere
eligible for services on an .SCE campus but who were not served.. A
pretest score at or below the 30th Percentile on any one of the ITT'S.
Language Total, Reading Total,-or Math Total in April'1981 made a
student eligible for.SCE services. Analyses of achievement gains for
the 81-42- school year showed a trend of.larger.gains for those stu-
dents nOtserved. Even if the SCE students who were--served differed
in ways other than achievement from those not served, the SCE services
appear to have failed to make up for thOse differences.

WHAT SERVICES WERE PROVIDED BY THE ELEMENTARY GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING
COMPONENTS?

Thirty-three tounselors served 39 elementary schools. Twenty-nine and
a half of These positiohs were funded 25% out of SCE.funds. Since there
were only 10 AISD counselors who were not partially funded by SCE, the
tounseling and guidance coordinator and the counseling steering coMmittee
determined that-all elementary counselors would keep the same records,
regardless 'of funding source. Thus, the results presented here include
32 counselor$ at 37 schdols (one counselor serving two schools retired
before the end of the year, leavins AISD without turni,ng in her record's).

rvices provided:

13,491 students..in grades.kindergarten through six received
counseling services (an average of 435 students per counselor).

64% of he students at or below the 30th percentile in reading,
language arts,.and/or mathematics'(ITB5:1981), in schools with
an SCE-funded counselor, received counseling services.

Guidance and counseling services sVere provided for the follow-
ing reasons

W .

.Reason for Counseling

4

Number of
Students

Average Visits
Per Student

Academic 4,108 3.-0

Developmental/Preventive 10,104 5.5
Behavior/IntervenC,on '4,328 44
Attendance 280 2.7

.

Health/Family 1,955 2.5'

365

0

,
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Guidance and counseling services were rendered in the folldw-
ing ways

Type of Intervention
Number of.
Students

Average Visits
Per Student

Individual Counseling 5,618 4:8 i

Small-GrQup Counseling
. .. 10,043, 6.2

Intervention with Teacher ,
. 7,218* 4.4

Consulting 14.th Other AISD Staff 2,345 5.3
Referral to Another Agency 493 2.2 .

Session with Parent 3,022 2.3

HOW EFFECTIVE WERE THE WRITING COMPOSITION LABORATORIES?

Eight writing lab instructors, out' of a total, of 12, and a writing lab
project specialist Were funded by SCE to maintain or establish writing
labs. Four of the labs'were Locally.funded. The 12 writing labs were
at the following locations:

Location Funding Source

Bedichek
Burnet
Dobie
.Martin
Pearce
Porter

'Anderson
Austin
LBJ (Johnson) .

-Johnston
Reagan
Travis

SCE
SCE

,SCE
SCE

.,
Local
Local

.

SCE

Local
. SCE

Local
SCE
SCE

Although funds were provided for instructors and Materials only at the
eight SCE,writing labs, it was determined that all labs would'keep the
same records. Therefore, the results presented include all 12 writing
labs.
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Students- served:

In general, students attedding the'writing labs were not low
achievers the Year before they attended the labs.

- Students seryed :the labs ave;aged approximately
the same readinghd language arts scores as other
AISD sti:dentin'19.81.

7 The 'percentage of 'students who were low:achievers in
1981 (percentile ranges' 1-25) was the same for the
students who attended the labs and for all AISD students

-ylg -the same grades..

This-indicates students attending the labs were mostly average
achifevers. Figure 1 summarizes the-average pre- and postmedians
for the students attending the labs, and-all students in AISD.

Grade Year

Atteudar:de 1-3
Median Xile

Reading Language

,Attendance 4-10
Median -lite

Reading Language

Atendance 11+
Median Xile

Reading Language

Matched Group
Median Xile

Rending Language

'All Students
Mediad Xile

Reading Language

7
1981 59

58

61

65
51

52

55

.61

50

80

55

60
56

561982

60
63

57.

54

60

62

1981 55 62' 48 54 65 OB . 55 61 52 57
. 1982 54 68.. 49 . 87. 61 71 55 64 .54. 62,

10
1981 54 58

. 52., 56 51 50 59 60 52 50 .

1982 53 60 47 59 48 55 . 54 62 51 59

11 1981 45 50
.

55 61 56 67 55 . 60 49 53 .
1982 46 55 54 71 57 76 53 70 52 67

..

,

1981 50 62 51 57 53 63 , 54 69 51 6112
1982 49 63 50 60. 55 73 51 69

.

.50 66

Figure 1. MEDIAN SCORES FOR 1981 AND 1982 FOR STUDENTS ATTENDING THE WRITING LABS, THE DISTRICT MATCHED SAMPLE, AND
THE DISTRICT AS A WHOLE. Attendance 1-1, 4-10, and 11+ Indicate the number of times a. student attended .

the lab. SCores for grades seVen and eight ate ITBS and for grades 10, 11, and 12 are STEP.
* Language scores for grades 10; 11, and 12 are STEP English Expression tot 1981 and Mechanics cif Writing

for 1982.
.

12 -lab instructors provided serYices,to approximately-1.1,000 junior
high and high school students with the se.cvice distribution shown
in,FiguTe 2.

Purpose of.Visits
L

Number of Visits Per Student Number pf
Siudents

Average Visit's -

Per Student1 I 2 3 4 5 6+
,

Paragraph writing 209 1279 723 452 232 686 5811 3.2
Essay writing 1563 755 781, 318 247 -636 4300 g.1
Research paper 575 491 469 L60 93 311 2079

. 3.6
better writing 213 375 J6 37 0 3 664 1.9
Free writing 1099, 75.5 142 48 23 64 2131 1.8
Grammar/usage. 875 451 177 _137 30 102 1682 2.3
Mechanics 711 325 222 73: 55 90 1476 2.6
1ndePendent study 218 36 25 :23 23 187 512 6,9
ESOL 23 25 2 5 14 54 123 8.8
Other 1704 668 5.79 222 ,95 267 3535 2.6

Figure 2. WRITING LABS SERVICE DISTRIBUTION BY PURPOSE AND NUMBER OF VISITS PER STUDENT, 1981-1982;
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Achievement gains:

Achievement gains for the writing labs were measured indirectly
throughjeading score's '(grades 7 and 8 ITBS Reading Total and grades
10, 11, and.12 STEP Reading) and language corec. (grades 7'and 8
ITBS Language Total and grades. 10,, 11, and 12 'STEP English Ekpres-
sion in 1981 and Mechanics of Writing'in 1982). Comparisons need to
be made with caution in language arts for grades 10, 11, and 12 since
the subtest given was different each year.

In Figure 1, the median scores for 1981 and 1982 for students who
attended the writing labs are compared with those for the District.
A review of these-scores does not reveal a relationship between
aChievement gains and attendanCe in the lab.

HOW EFTECTIVE WAS THE TR4SITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION (TBE) COMPONENT?

Four Transitional Bilingual Educatipn teachers and a bilingual coordina-
tor served Spanish-dominant, limited-English-proficient (LEP) students
at Fulmore, Martin, and Pearce Junior High Schools. There was also a
bilingual aide available'for the TBE program.

Services provided:

Staff development activities for English for Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL) instruction for TBE teathers were funded by
SCE. Students in'the TBE program were provided transportation
when necessary and were to-reteive four hours of instruction
per day in math, reading, science, and ES0r, by the TBE teachers.

73 TBE-eligible Students were sery...4d by TBE)fnstructors
(90% of the eligible students) at three iunit4 high-- .1

-schools.

13 LanguageResponse Program (LRP)-eligible students
and one ESOL-eligible student were served by TBE
instructors et the three junior high schools.

Achievement gains:.

The use of stardardised achievetent.data (ITBS) to assess the gains
made by the students'in the TBE prograt was not posstble because of the
low number of studentS in the program with scores D6r, 1981 and 1982.
Although 73 (90%) TBE-eligi81e students were reported as being served-
only 34 of them had Language Assessment Battery (LAB) scores for fall
1981 and spring 1982. The Technical :Report for total/State Bilingual,

XVII1-6 '
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1982 (ORE publication 81.44) examines the performance of'the TBE

students and compares it to-the performance of the other Hispanic
LEP students in the same grade. This comparison must be viewed
with cation because of the small number of students included and
because, by definition, the populations and their achievement (1981)
were different t..o begin with.

The Technical Report indicates that:

- Students served by TBE a're performing at a lower level than

the non-TBE (English-dominant and balanced-bilingual) LEP ,

students.
\

- Students,,served by SCE are closing thegap betWeen themselves
and their non'TBE peers. This suggests that the TBE program

may be effective since the TBE studenta out-gained,the non-ThR..-

students by about 10 raw acore points and eight points respec-
tively for grades seven and eight in the LAB. However, these

gains cannot be associated unequivocally with the TBE,p-rogram
since there is not an adequate comparison group.

WHAT OTHER SERVICES WERE SUPPORTED BY SCE FUNDS?

Component.: Planning
.0

The Planning Component consisted of one Planner and support services,,funded
by SCE. Although it. was initially proposed that theqplanner would play a
000rdinating role for theThverall SCE program, changes in personnel resulted
in changes of respons,ibilities assigned to the Planner. From November 1981
on, only indirect,pervices merp_Provided to the SCE Program by the Planner.

Services provided:

Coordinated 38.locally -funded pilot projects (not ail of wiliCh were

directly related. to SCE)'..

Reviewed and disseminated Anformation.concerning-programs relevant
to educationally diaadvantaged students.

. e'iiewed SCE budget.

Reviewed recommendations concerning SCE funds to be transferred to
Region XIII ESC (the proposal to_lransfer _funds was rejected).

XVIII-7
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Com onent: Junior High School SUMmer Progeam
.

v
. . _

Ddring.the summer of f982: a summar.school program funded through ,SCE.
. ,

monies was held on the caMpus. of Fulmore'Junior'High School. TheSCE -
.'`

.._ . . .

funds provided for . -
,

,20teaners and one coordinator,
Staff.,development,
Student transportation,
Support°services.

,

The purpose of the summer'school progtam was p Provide remedial instruc-
tion th the-iteas,of writing (composition), reading, and mathematics ..to
student.'who hadifaled the seventh or the. eighth gracre. An additional.
purpose was to provide, retained students with the opportUnity to earn
the number of points required forpromotion to the next grade,

,

A. seRarate evaluatiOn report will anPlyze therservices provaded and the
. extent to which the.pUrpoes were met.

Component:, TeXas. Hill.Country Writing ProjeCt.

'

The TexasHill COuritry.Writing-Troject öonsisted %of tAinding for24
tea'Chers -(12 elementaryancL12 seohdary) to attehdtraining sessions._
at the Unl.versity,of Texas. The tegchqs doMPleting the Texas-7Hill 7

Country Writing Project will, in-turn'offer'in-service training for
teachers.in AISD whO Wish to inopase theinown .writing skills, as Well
as acquire neW* ideas, and.techniques for eeaching-writingto,dledentary
and secondary students.. r

,

Seric:as.

7 secondary teachers and'llreleMentaryteachers.coMpleted the '

program

In 1980-81, 14 teachers completed the program..and provided teainingfo
over,400 teachers the, summer of"1981

0%
a '

Component:, TABS'
ft-)

The Texas Assessment of'Basic k11s (TABS)" CompOnent,included -the SCE '

'Evaluator (and support services)who'serv'ed as-district coordinator and
acted as liaison with the Te..xa EducatiOn Agency (TEA)'on TABS-re1ate8
matters.

AL 0

Services provided.:

Served as the Di8ti-ict,coritact pet8On for all TABS-related
communications.

<z) -
,

... Attended district tordinators!

xyfdi

-3 74

regiohal training rssions.

-
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0

. Worked with principals to designate s'chool coordinators.

0 ,

Organi,zed'and candbcLed School coaedinators' training sessions.

Directed distrib.u.tion and collection of materials in the-District.

Maintaine&test seturity..,

Returned tes1-:boaklets, inswet-documents, and related materials
todesignated locations.

'Interpreted results.

Prepated:Technieal Report,' Texas Assessment ofBasic (TABS)'

Results, Spring 1982 CORE" Publita.tf'on Number. 81.58).

XVIII 9
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Interim Report ABSTRACT

4

Title: INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT: State Compensatory Educatit_ Summer
SEhool Program, 1981

Contact Person: David'Wilkinson, Glynn 'Ligon

No. Pages: 87

Summary:

This report presents the evalation. findings for the 1981 SCE Summer School
Program. rt cOntains.a desdription of the program, information about theT'
data coIlection'procedures employed in the evaluation, and a discussion of.:
the itudent outcomes achieved by the program.

,

The losCimportant findings cOntaited,in the report are:
.

."

Classroom observationS found a high percentage of available time
being used'for 'instruction. This summer in6truction is definitely
supplementary;

.

as contrasted with Compensatory instruction-during
.

the school year which observations halie shown to supplant regular
instruction.

L. -Including noninstructional costs," the cost ofy:leliyering in-.
struction to students under the SCE Program during the summer
was abOut one 'half orthe CoSt,of delivering instruction through
.SCE during the regular sthool year. Howeveri-the-pupil/teacher
ratiO in the summer was wice:that found during the regular tetM.
Therefore, -summer costs aPpe ai! to be equivalent to regular`terM,
costs.

3. With(.the.PossibIe exception of.mathematicS at "grade8, summer'
schbol instruCtiOn did not appear to make a noticeable contri-
bution tbward.overcoming the learning deficit the.studenta had,
when-entering'summer school.

- .

.

.

Additional findings Of -speCial interest to a p'rograth planner are:

, 4. Summer schooi 'lasted only 28 days. Ihis may be too shorea
duration to expedf significant improvements in student gchieve-.

,ment.

5 The summer school,day was about four hours long. This time
Period may represent too few hours of instrdc:tionper day to
affedt real change in student achievement. '

7tXVII I-10' - J
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. Simmer schopl was conducted in early to midsummer. Students
may forget theit summer learningtbefore school begins in the
fall. Also, teachers had little time to organize and prepare
and, in gend"tal, "to recharge their batteries" before summer'.
school began.

7. There were no spetial procedures employed in the selection
of the summer school teathers. In an intensive remedial
,programi'such as the SCE Summer School PrOgram, it WOUld
be desirable to have a systematic procedure for selecting
the teachers with the "best" characteristics for the program.

8. The stan3atds for what constituted a D grade and what this
grade meant were not clearly understood by all teachers:

The suminer sthool building was<.not air conditioned. In the
heat of summer, learning conditions for summer'school students
wefe leSs, than' optimum.'

2
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(81.20)

Evaluation Desigr ABSTRACT

Title: EVALUATION DESIGN:, 1981-82 State Compensatory Education

Contact Person: Evangelina Mangino

No. Pages: 12

Summary:

C.

The Evaluation Design is a one-year plan of evaluation work for this
project. It provides a brief prbject and'evalUation summary, the malor
decision questions to be addressed, other information heeds, dissegiina-
tion.plans, and information sources`to be used.. .

The State Compensatory Edutation funds are appropriated.for two-year
periods. Theprogram includes several componentS at the elementary and
secOndary levels. Twettyrthree elementary:teachers are expected to
serve 40-50 students per day. These.students.must be at or below the
30th'percentile in language arts, readirig.;and/Ormath. TWenty-eight
counselors are expected to use 25% of- their, timeerving students at
or below the '30th-percentile in langUage arts, readingand/or math.

Eight writing.Iabs will, provide services:at junior high schools and high'
schools. Four transitional bilingual education teachers will serve
students at three junior high S'chools.

.,-
.

. .

-A plannex will play a coordinating_role for the SCE program -and will review
and disseminate informattOn concerning educationally disadvantaged students.

. The Office of-Research and Evaluation Will report to TEA on the results of
this evaluation during the summer of 1982.
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Newsletter ABSTRACT

Title: ,Newsletter; KEEPING TABS ON TABS

Contatt Persons: Evangelina Mangino, Glynn Ligon

No. Pages: 18

Summary:

This newsletter is a six-issue publication for the schoo,1 year'1941-82
which prOvides.releva'nt information ta the.TA4Sbuilding test coordina-
tors and schaol,principals at the appropriate tithes, abou the 1982
Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS).

The first issue (December 14, 1981) presenta the overall
calendar of-events for the TABS-testing, and the training
se'ssion schedule 'for test coordinators.

Issue two (January 18, 1982) provides informatibn conCerning
the initiaL TABS materials received by the coordinatots
(i.e.,-setting up TABS schedules).

Issue three (February 1982), prepared after four school-
coordinator,training sessions, provides information.and
reminders that address the questions at the training
'sessions.,, This issue has ,two editions, e.g., an elementary
edition and a secondary edition.-.

Issue foun,(March 30, 1982) presents ORE's thanks to all
school personnel involved in the administration of TABS for
1982, and the expected date for test results.

Issue five -(Aay 11, 1982), another two-edition Tublication',
prOvid_s relevant information as to disseminating the 1982
TABS results.

, FinallY, the last issue, number six addreSses.a problem of
questionnable writing.saMple scores in AISD.
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

Title: FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT: 1981-82 Stat.e Compensatory Education

Contact Persons: Evangalina.Mangino, Glynn Ligon

,
No. Pages: 125

Summary:

Thisj.s-the,accompanying document to the State Compensatory Education
1981-82 Final Report-included in this volume.

_

The Technical Report-coneists of eight appgndices. Each appendix
reports the information collected by a specifiE-collection measure.

Each appendix contains,:

An instrument description
Purpose of the Measure
Procedures used to collect the data
Summary of resUlts

Tables and figures presenting the data

This report contains the following appendices:

Appendix A Teacher -Service Report
Appendix B Counselor Service Report
Appendix'C Writing Composition Laboratory Records
Appendix.D Ttansitional.Bilingual Education (TBE)
Appendix E Planner Logs
Appendix F Language Assessment Bat.tery (tAB)
Appendix,G Iowa Tests.of -Basic Skills (ITBS)
Appendix H Sequential TestS ro Educational,Progress (STEP)

Information in these'aiSpendices is summarized in the Final Report for
this project.

,r I
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Technical Report ABSTRACT

,

-
Title: ,TECHNICAL REPORT: ;Texas Assessment of 3asic Skills (TABS)

'Results,.Spring 1982

Contact PerSons:". Evangeline Mangino, Glynn Ligon

No. PageS: 55

Summary:,

c

This report preSents the results orthe third testing.cycle',of the TeXas:-
'Asse'Ssment of.Basic Skills (TABS), a stateWide basiC,skills.test for
students in grades three and five end in high school (exit level), The
TABS measures ba§ic performanceobjectives in mathematics, reading, and

.writing.

Cintion must be used when interpreting compatisodS across the.last three
years for three reasons.

. Each .objectiVeTis-meesured by only four items, and most of
these items have been changed-each year.

The writing sample exercises have changed each-Year-along
with their scOting procedures and-criteria.

Only limited technical and statewide data are available
(none at this time for 1982) lor comparison and analysis.

The general findings,of this report are:

From 1980 to 1982, the generaLtrend has been upward, with the
most improvement at grade three.

-.1Aithongh White students still outperform Hispani.and Black
. students, overall, the gains for minorities were greater over

the past two years than the.gains for White students.

AISD's Minimum competency requirements.for graduation are 'higher
than the state-adopted minimum competency leve14'.for the TABS.
AISD graduates must -perforth at ahigher level of mastery than
that required by the State for mastery cilithe TABS.



81.30

(81.58)

The scaring of the written composition sample appeats to have
been unreliable from year to year. bomparisons of writing',
scores across years is not adviSable.

This TABS report is published in two volumes.

, Summary of Spring 1982 TABS Results fot AISD

Technfcal Report, Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS)
Results, Spring 1982 (includes the summary.above as Well
'as campus siammaries bY grade, demographic summaries by
grade, and performance summaries by ethnicity and grade).

-
..
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Mifjcellaneous Document
,

ABSTRACT

Title: Evaluation Findings. with Considerable Validation,
.Locally and ,Nationally

antact Persons: David Doss, Fredd. Holley

No. Pages: 1

Summary:

a
.

The paper lists,ten evaluation findings related to student achieyement,
time-on-task rates, and time spent in social studies and science instruction.

Comments:
4-44,

44. '44444t.

This yaper Was used.in a principal'S workshop, Augusi 4, '981, and`

was revised August 24, 1981.
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Newsletter ABSTRACT-

Title: 1981-82 Feedback, Volume V

Contact Persons: Elaine Jackson, Freda Holley

. Pages:

Summary:

This is a periodic publication of the Pffice of.Research and Evaluation to
_disSeMinate research findings to District personnel.

Twb issues were published this year.

Issue

1 Answers from Teachers
(Results of the 1980-81
Teacher. Survey)

Now Ybu See Them, Now
You Don't .(Results of
the 1980781 Former
Student Questionnaire)

XIX -2

Distribution

Professional and
Administrative
Staff

Secondary
Teachers and
Administrators
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Miscelianeous'Document ABSTRACT--

Title: Research by External Agencies Dr Individuals in the Austin.
Independent School District (AISD)

Contact Person: Freda M. Holley

No.-Pages: 14

Summary:.

This document provides-information snd an appyication for those desiring
to conduct researoh in, the Anstin Independent School District. Informa-

-
tion areascovered by this docuMent are:

1. Who administers the procedur
2. HoW is research defined?

V
3. What does'external mean?
4. With whom does initial contact occur?,
5. What are the purpOses of these.procedures?
6. How does someone make a research.projeCt application?
7. What happens next?
8. Who reviews applications?
9.. What, is the basis fOr decisions?/

10: Who makes the decisions?
11. What happens if the proposal is rejected?
12. What happens after central administrative,pproval?.
13. What are the requirements while the project is.00ndutted?
14. What happens after'the study?
15. Is there any way to enhanthe,probability of getting

tesearch approved? .

3 8 6
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Brochure .ABSTRACT

Title: Who Should Worry About the SAT'i

Contact Persons: Elaine Jackson, Freda Holley

No. Pages:

Summary:

This brochure outlines why Scholastic APtitude Test results are important to
both the student and.the District.. Counselors and teachers who advise stu-
'dents shOuld be aware that:theSAT is'important. The best ways for students

to prepare 'nre:

1. Taking the Preliminary SAT,

2. .Working prattice tests,

. Taking the SAT more than once, and

4. Taking more math, English, foreign language, and social
studies courses.
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Occasional yaper ABSTRACT.

Tttle: Foundations of RePorting: Or Bartlett's Guide to Evaluation

Communication

Contact Person: Freda Holley

No. Pages:

Suftimary:

This paper presents the premise that the rules of good evaluation

reporting are actually timeless and illustrates the point with qUo7

tations from the earlieSt pages of Bartlett's- Familiar Quotations.

Comments:

This, paper Was presehted at the 1982 annual meeting of the American

.

Eciucational Research AssOciation in New York, N. Y.

3 °
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. Occasional Paper ABSTRACT

Title: The Formal Communicating of Evaluation Results to-Board of
Education,Members

Contact Person: Freda Holley

No. Pages.: -6

.Summary:

Communicating research and. evaluation re-sultsin sUch a way that they
are used to improve education is essential and one of the most impor-
tant audiences for this.communication is the Board_pf Education.. This
paper presents-axioms of reporting that should be considered when pre-
sentations are 'prepared.

Comments:

This paper was presented at the 1982.annual meeting of therAmerican.
Educational ResearCn.Association in New York, N. IL?'

.XIX-6,
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.0ccasional'Paper ABSTRACT-

Title: Why Do.They Leave? Where Do'They Go?: A SurVey of Resigning and
Retiring'Professionals

Contact Persons: Elaine Jackson, Patsy Totusek

'No. Pages.: 4

SumMary:

."

This short summary was prepared for the Office of Staff Personnel, from

responses of a sample of resigning and retiring.professional personnel to a
.telephone interview.

The survey was designed to-determine the professionals' future employment
plans, and why they were leaving the District.

The professionals who were retiring after ten or more years in the District
were retiring due to age or personal reasons, and had no firm plans for

future employment.

Most of the teachers who were resigning were moving out of the District, and
only, three of 42 interviewed stated they were leaving teaching to find better

paying jobs.
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REPORT

Title: Research by EXternal Agencies.or Individuals in AISD

Contact Person: Freda Holley

For the fourth year, we are including in the Tindings Volume the abstracts
of research projects conductedby external.agencies dr individualS within
the Austin Independent School District. Each of these researchers,has had
to go.through a screening. process in which AISD staff members from a vari-
ety of departments reviewed their proposals.. This is to ensure that:

. The time and energies Of AISD Staff and students are protected.

Only those projects meeting the criteria established by the
District as conditions for participation in,research are ap-
prnved.

Jligh quality reSearch,that fits the needs and interests,of
the District is promoted.

The Office 9f Research and Evaluation is the official point of first con- -

tact for all proposals to do research ln the District. Manyof these ini-
tial contacts are by phone or personal visit:, Discussions atthat time
often result in the.immediate determination that proposals are noE viable.
For those projects which do appear to be feasible, the researcher is pro-.
vided forms and instructions for a formal proposaL When the formal pro,
posal is recdived, a three (or more). member administrative reView committee
is appOinted. The.Office-of Research and Evaluation makes a final deciSion
on administrative approval or'disapproval.of the. project based on the rec-
ommendations of the committee.members. If approval is given, the Director
works with the projecti.director and appropriate AISD staff to select.suit-
able schools and/or dePartments for the study. However, the principals on
the selected campuses play decide that the research Project would interfere
with instructional efforts and disallow the Project.

The researcher.is required to provide an. Abstract for this Volume.as well
as two copieS of any dissertation, publication, or 'other report issuing
from the study. These are kept on fild at the Office of Reseaf-Eh-and-EvaI-,_
uation. The Abstracts included in this section of the Findings Volume.areb
entirely the work of the authorsnamed without the review or endorsement of
the Office of Research and Evaluation.

A total of 25 proposals were.reviewed between June 15, 1981 and June 15,
.1982. Of these, 18-were approved, 6 were disapproved, and 1 is still pend-
ing.

.
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AUSTIN- INDEPENDENT scum, DISTRICT-

Office of Research and Evaluation

ROSTER. OF RESEARCHTROJECTS BY EXTERNAL RESEARCHERS

Pfoject.
Number Title of Research-Project6-w

959.19

960.01

960.07

960.08

The Relationship. Between
Achieveinenr Test Response
Changes and Grade Level,
Ethnicity, and Socio-
economic Status

Exploring the Relationship
between Basal Reader
Characteristics and Early
Reading

A Study of the Relationships
Among Response-produced
Feedback in Family Inter'-'--

action, Object Relatiqnsv, an4
Impulsivity

4.

Patterns of Number Develop-
ment in Young Children

Project Director

SEIM=

M. Kevin Matter
Sponsor: Dr. Edmund

Emmer,'U.T.

Connie Juel
Sponsor: University of

Texas Faculty

Mark J. Wernick
Sponsor:. Dr. Frank

Wicker, U.T.

Robei-t G. Cooper, Jr.,
Belinda Blevins
Robert Campbell
Sponsor: Southwest Educa-

tional Develop-
Tent Labor4tory.

Schools Where
, Being Conducted

'Office of kesearch and
Evaluation

Travis Heights and Williams
Elementary SthoOls

Anderson, Austin, Johnston,
LBJ, and Lanier High Schools,
Burnet, Dobie, Fulinore and
Lamar Junior High Schools .(to
date)

Original Study: Andrews,
Pleasant Hill, and Ridgetop.,
Elementary Schools
.Follow-up Study: Allan,Barton
Hills, Brooke,. Brown,.Casis,
Cook, DaWson, Doss, Harris,
Highland Park, Houston., Joslin,
Langford, Maplewood,,-Norman,
Oak Hill, Oak:Springs, Odom,
Pease, Pecan,Springs, Rosewood,
Sanchez, Sims, Winn, and
Wooten Elementary Schools

CO

Full Report
on File

No

MI 110111 MI MI INIII IBM MN IIIIII MI- OM Mil NMI
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AOSTIN INDEPENDENT-SCUGOL DISTRItT

Office-of Research and Evaluation

cROSTER OF RESEARCH PROJECTS BY EXTERNAL RESEARCHERS Lt.)0

Projest
Nuffber_

a

Title of Research Pro ect

Project,DiFector
S onsdr

Schools Where
Being Conducted

F011 Report
on Pile

960.02

960.13

The OrganizationaLAntecedents
and Consequences of Role Stress
among Teachera,

Spanish SPeaking Parent'

Nina Gupta
Sponsor:, SEDL

Harriett Romo

Martin,Throhison, and
pearCe Junior High Schools

Govalle, and Sanchez

Yes

' Participatibly in the SOhodl Sponsor: Dr. Aaron

.Brooke;
Elementary SchoOls

--ti&mre1, Uni-
versity of Cali-
fornia

40'

>4

960.14 Labor Market Analysis and Robert Glover Austin, Crockett, and

Human Resources Planning: David O. Poiter Johnston High Schools.

Matching Training and Jobs
in Austin

-Spon8or: University of
Texas Faculty

960.18 Stress and Coping: A Com7

parison.of Copirg Efficacy

David C. Duty
Sponsorc: Dr. G. Hansen

O. Henry Junior High School-,
Johnston High School

Between Secondary School
Students

Dr. F. Richard-
pon, U.T.

960.19 Basic Skills bf Secondary Nina Sel: Office of Research and No

Vocational Education Students Jim Webelw- Evaluation

Spbnsor: 010:41 -;.,Late Uni-

versity Facult

960.22 Computational Errors oT Cerolyn L. Pinchbeck Dobie Junior High School No

Saventh and Eighth r''.rade :Sponsor: AISD.Faculty

S.t6dents

3 9 ;') 396



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRIC

Office of Research and Evaluation

ROSTER OF RESEARCH PROJECTS BY EXTERNAL RESEARCHERS

Project
Number Title of Research Pro-ect

Project Director
Sponsor

,Schools Where
.Being CondUcted

Full Report
on File

960.23 JuniOr'High Management Improve-
ment Stu67

Edmund T. Emmer
Sponsor: University of

Bedichek, Burnet., Dobie,
Fulmore, Lamar, Martin,

'No

Texas Faculty Pearce,_and. Porter Junior
High Schools

960.24 Developmentof Semantic Lan- Patricia WilliamS BryketWoods, Early Childhood No
guage ikDqw.os Syudrome _ .Sponsor: Dr. William A.. Special Education Dill, Oak
ChildretIC Myers:, U.T. . Springs, and-St. Elmo Elemen-

tary Schools 't--

0
960.26 Elementary Principals and

School Outcomes: Evidence
from a Newly Desegregated

David J. Welsh'
Sponsor: Dr. Beeman

Phillips, U.T.

Office of Research and
Evaluation

No

School District

R82.02 The Student.Teaching Ex-
perience: A Descriptive
Study.

Gary A. Griffin
Sponsor: University of

Texas Eaculty

Cook, Becker, Brentwood,.Daw-
.son, Gulletr, Joslin, Odom,
Pilldw, Read, Travis Heights,
-1,1eb, Williams, and-Woöldridge
Elementary Schools

R82.03 Amplifying,Effects of Tele- Robert Abelman Brooke, Read Elementary No
vision's Prosocial Pare Sponsor': Dr. Stanley. Schools
Through Curriculum Inter-
vention

Baran, U.T.'

R82.04 The Development of Metalin- David T. Hakes ' Casis, Cdok, Doss, Highland
guistic Abilities in Children Sponsor: University of Park, Pillow Elementary

I fexas Faculty Schools
I
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRIO

Office of Research-.and Evaluation

AZOSTER OF,RESEARCH PROJECTS BY EXTERNAL RESEARCHERS

Project
Number
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The Relationship Between Achievement Test Response Changes.

and Grade Level, Ethnicity, and.Socioeconomic 'Status

Abstract.

M. Kevin Matter

,

.Participating Schools:

The Office of Research and Evaluation

Description of Study:

Achievement test answer sheets ,(Iows Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and

Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (sun .and booklets (ITBS) will
be-examined fo ti. evidence of answer changes made during the test adtinis

tration. Contrary to popular belie,..research has shown that'moSt in-
dividuals change more items from an incorrect to a correct alternative

Chan vice versa, resulting in an increase in-the .total number_of items

correct. Answer sheets and booklets will be examined fôr significant
Aifferences in the rates and types-of response changes made among dif-
ferent ethnic groups5socipeconomic status levels, and grade levels.

Description of Results:

No results are available at this time.

Implications of ResUlts:

This study has 'direct reference to the reliability andvalidity of results

-from multiple-choice tests. Modifications tb test instructions regarding
answer changing may ptOvide more accurate and uSeful test results.

'ImPlications for AISD:

Results.should be related to teacher/student directions for administering/

' 'taking standardized achievement tests. Changes in directions,. with 're-

-sulting changes in behavior, may promote more valid test scores and an

increased utility for course selection and placement.

XX.;8.
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'EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BASAL .

READER'CHARACTER1STICS AND EARLY READING

Abstract

Connie Juel Ph.D.

.
Assistant Professor'

Univarsity of Texas at Austin

Participating Schools: Williams and Travis Heights

-Description of Study:. The purpose of the current study was to examine

the role of various-word features (e.g. letter pattern structure) and

basal text features (e.g. word repetitions) in develdpineword recog-

nition skills of first graders: 'The exposure of these children to

basal words of varied characteristics n the Houghton-Mifflin and the- -

Economy basal series was evalUated,. as was ihe children's subsequent

dbilitY to read.these words. The relative influents of various word

and tex-t characteristics on first graders, identification skills was

examined five times duridg the 1980-1981 School year.

The study attempted to answer the folloWing questions:

1) TO what extent do early word identification Strategies involve

..orthographic redundancy (frequently. occurring letter combinations in

specific positions) , orthographic versatility (letter Combinationsin

specific positions in .different words) and letter sOUnd relationships?

2) To what extent do basal text characteristics such as letter-sound

regularity and/or wotd.frequency influente early word identification?,

3) How do word identification strategies change over the course of

the first grade sdhool year?

DesdriptiOn of Results: Comparison of core-content word characteristics

in the two basal series showed that Economy used more different wOrdS
-

and more repetitiOns than Houghton-Mifflin, Although decodability

-(letter sound correspondence regularity) wae a significant factor in

.both series-, the proportion of variance (the practical significance)

accounted for-by this factor was twice as large in Econcity. The'

easies.t words for children in the:Economy Series to read were-ones

with regular letter sound patterns that:also appeared in many'different

words. Children in HoUghton Mifflin had more success-with words of

regular letter sound patternsi but with nonversatile letter patterns

which- made them'distinctively unique.
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Implications, of. Results: Children in Economy appear to_be developing
their letter-Sound correspondence knowledge by attending to the tommon
pronunciations of versatile letter Cbmbinationa (i.e.. a %.ord family"
type of'approach). Children in Houghton-Mifflin appear to be using
more 'of a "sight word" strategy.which uses distinctiveness df letter
combinations as a cue. There was no significant difference between
the two basal groups at the end of the year with regard to the develop-
ment of letter sound correspondence.knowledge. ThiS suggests.that
While.Houghton-Mifflin children may know.as Much about letter sound
correspondence by the end of the.year as do Economy'children, they use
it less. Economy children appeared to use letter soUnd correspondence
-more in wird identification.

Research with more proficient readers has shown that their cape-
bility .to identifY words accurately and efficiently is positively
correlated with their use of letter sound torregpondence knowledge.
Therefore it is doubtful'how long the sight word strategy of the
Houghtdh Mifflin.children will :continue fo facilitate Word recognition
as they are exppsed to increasing numbers of words..

It:was clear from this study however, that regardless of basal
series, children who developed strong letter-sound correspondence...
knowledge in first grade performed better on all word recognition
tests.

Implications for AISP: Results of the study suggest that educators
Should be caUtious in:choosing basal reading series. The types of .

words children are exposed to in print in first grade will affect the
word identification strategies they develop. It appears that children
who'receive instruction in more phonicg'oriented series (i.e. Economy)
develop more useful word identification skills than children in more.
"eclectic" series (i.e. Houghton Mifflin);
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A Study of the Relationships among Response-produced Feedback
in Family Interaction, Object Relations, and Impulsivity

Abstract

Mark Wernick
.

Participating Schools: Anderson, Austin High, Burnet Jr. High,
Dobie Jr. High, Fulmore Jr. High, Johnston
High, LBJ, Lamar Jr. High, Lanier High (to date)

Description of Study: The putpose of this stuay is dual; in applied
areas the purpose is to assess interaction patterns of families with
chifdren classified as impulsive or reflective in an effort to see if
qualitative differences in those patterns exist. ,Object relations are
also to be assessed., in keeping with theoretical aims of the study to
see if reflectivity/impulsivity has an underlying relationship with
early develo-pment and learning.

Description of Results: Data, has thus far been collected from eight-
families. Of those eight faMaies, five were intact. One consisted,
pray. of' mother and daughtet,one consisted of grandparents and grandL
daughter, and one consisted of mbther and stepfather. Because of ihis
early phase in the data collection process, no analyses have yet been
performed. Statistical analyses ate planned-When. and if 15 families
(preferably intact) from each group have participated, and.case
analyses will be performed after exhaustive efforte have been made
to recruit a sufficient number of families for the statistical analysis.
Some case analyses will be performed in any event.

Implications 'of Results: If a,relationship is found between children's
classification on the reflectivity/impulsivity dimension and family
interaction patterns, and a further.relationship found between these
variables and learning, justification for whole family involvement,
in addressing a wide variety of learning problems will be enhanced:
Any.connection found .between early developmental arrest--assessed
through the object relationS.analysis--and reflectivity/impulsivity'
or learning,' will'enhance understanding of the possibilities, limitations,
and directions such whole family involvement may:most profitably take.

Implications for AISD: A.ctually, usefully interpretable results. are
hoped to have implications, for all centers of learning.. It will probably
prove valuable in the long run to have a professional arm attached to
school districts whose sole responsibility is family outreach and family
education, staffed by professionals and paraprOfessionals skilled in the
areas of early.development and family processes. Even where such services
are not viewed as properly within the jurisdiction of the schools,
additional empirically'acquired understanding of the type sought here
should aid in the referral process.

408
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PATTERNS OF NUMBER DEVELOPMENT
_IN YOUNG CHILDREN

Abstract

Robert Cooper, 4., Belinda Blevins, Robert Crnpbell,
Harold Doty, and Lucia Uhl

960.08

Participating Schools: Schools in our original study: Andre s, Pleasant

Hill, and Ridgetop Elementary. Other schools in uur follow-U study: --

Allan, Barton Hills, Brooke, Brown, Casis, Cook, Dawson, Ooss, Harris,
Highland Park;.Houston, Joplin, Langford, Maplewood, Norman, 0 k Hill, .

Oak Springs, Odom; Pease, :Pecan Springs, Rosewood; Sanchez, Sim , Winn.

and T400ten. We alSo rece-ived help in loCating subjects from Caapbell,
Lee, and Reilly Elementary.,.

Description of Study: Our research assesses number skills in youn
children whith may be the basis for later suctess in.elementary sc ool
mathematics. The same children were tested this year and last to
determine patterns of change.- Two kinds of skills were assessed: ntibber

estimation and numher reasoning. Two number estimation skills were \
assessed: counting and subitizing (rapidly determining how may objecta
there are in a small group'of objects without counting). The number A
reasoning skills-studied are skills for reasoning about the effects_on\
numerosity of addition, subtraction, and rearrangement. Four types of

reaSoning tasks were employed: cOnservation,.addition/subtraction,
inference, and transfer. The addition/subtraction tasks were designed
to distinguish between three levels of understanding: primitive (knowing,
only that addition makes more and subtraction makes less), qualitative-,,
(knowing.that both initial namerosity and.the magnitude of; a transforma-
tion is imOortant for determining the resultant numerosity, but .

limited to qualitatively combining the two pieces of information), and
quantitative (like qualitative but with the-ability to quantitatively
combine the tWo pieces of information). The inference task was designed
to assess children's ability to determine what transformation (addition,
subtraction, or rearrangement) had occUrred given information about ,
numerosity. Inference ability was alsb categorized as primitive,
qualitative, or quantitative and was assessed separately for'small
(2 to 4) and large (6 to 9) number. The transfer task assessed children's
ability to determine the effect of transferring one or more objects from
one of two initiallY equal groups to the other (e.g. it assessed the
knowledge that a transfer of 1 produced a difference of 2).. All the tasks
(both estimation and reasoning) Use two groups of objects about which
the children made absolute or relative numerosity judgements. Finally;
an infinity questionaire was administered.

Description of Results: The general developmental patterns from the
results on several of the,tasks are presented in Tables 1-4. In addition,

several clear patterns have emerged from our preliminary analyses.
1) On the conservation task, the kindergarten children could solve small-

el 0,,
XX -11"
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number conservation .problems, and the f5rst graders could conserve large

number. 2) Mahy Children already understood quantitative addition/

subtraction before receiving formal Arithmetic instruCtion. 3) The

inference and transfer tasks were much more difficult, indicating

a one or two year,lai in skills for applying addition/subtraction skills

4) The range of numerosities that could Ye subitized increased'with ago..

The average prekindergarten child could subitite only 2"and 3 items.

Kindergarten children could subitize 4 apparently using the same method.

First and stcond graders use ,uoup.ing".strategies in the 5 to 7 range.

5) .The results of the Static task were consistent with those from the

subitizing task:children could easily compare small numbers without

counting, but they could not accurately coMpare large numbers.. 6) Ihere

is a positive ,correlation ...amOng 'the estimation and reasoning skills

assessed. 7) Even second graders have a poor concept of infinity'', just

acquiring the notion thar. the numbar series can be extended indefinitely

just by addition and not knowing the parallel phenomenon for sVtraction.

Implication of Results: The current data provide a much More detailed

picture of the set of aarly number skills tudied than was previously

available. In particular- the substantial changes in numerical understanding

that are'not related to.computational skills ara highlighted. The

suggestio9 is-present in these data that these changes.are important

in the acquisition of computational skills; However, the interpretation

of the ob'served correlatiGns mill be stronger wheri the longitudinal data

are fully analyzed. It is apparent that there are different sequences

of acquisition for different children, and that the.development of

skills for applying number skills is at least partially separate from

initial learning of these skills.

Implications for AISD: Because we have.only preliminary results, the

implications for AISD must be considered tentative. However, the preset,t

data do indicate that a substantial amount of deyelopment occurs in

number skills before first grade, and that this development'is delayed

for some children. Second, our data show that testihg some comcepts

requires careful and extended asseasment. However, this assessment

can result in improved number skills eithet through spontaneous

development Or through preparing the child for direct tuition. ,Third,

Our results indicate that:a substantial part of number development

in the early school.years involves learning skills for applying knowledge

, .the children aireay'posseSs. This is consistent with the results

from the teacher interview which indicated particular difficulty in

teaching word problems and missing addend prOblems.'

'
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Table 1: Number of Children in Each Level of the Addition
and SubtraCtion Task and Inference Task

II

Addition/Subtraction Inference

I
. .-

Assessed-Level K. : 1st 2nd K 1st 2nd ..
I

,
'

Small:- No level
' 1 '''' 0 0 . ..

Small Primitive 1 2 0
,

11_
Small QUalitative 4 9 2
Small Quantitative 9 15 16
Large: No Level . --- .. 6 . 5 .1

IILarge Primitive 1 0 0 1 6 1

Large-Qualitative 5 4 0 3 5-

.-

4
,

Large Quantitative 9 22 18 5 10 12

* In the Add/Sub task,all children could do Small Quantitative problems. In il .1

the Inference task, each child was asseSsed on small and large number.,.
.-

0
:

Table 2: Estimation Performance on the,Subitizing and Static Tasks. 11
'..,:_.

.
. .

,Grade Subitizing .'Static
Number Subitized.(a)- :Problem TyPe ,(b)

II3 4 .5 6 7 Small Big Difference*
K 100% '15%, 38% .25% 12% 88% .

Large
.47% 91%

1 100% 96% 80% :44% 32% 96% 49% 94% II
2 100%, 95%' 95% 73% 54% '99% 60% 97%
(a) Percentage.of Children on Each Numerosity Level in Subitizing. (b) Percent
Correct' on Static Problems.' * Big Difference trials on Static are 5 vs. 9.

Table 3: Percentage of Children Correct.on
Transfer and. Generalization Problems

Grade Level Transfer 1 Generalize 1 Transfer 2 -Generalize 2

K 62% 0% 28% 0% II
! 1 54% 18% 46% ,. 16%

2
, 74% '. 31%. - 68% . 23%

.

* Transfer problems have initial equal arrays of 2 to 5 objects. Generalization
problems concern imagined arrays of 100, 3,-000, and an indefinite equal nUmber,

,One object was transferred for Transfer 1 and Ge ii
neralize 1, and two objects were

transferred for Transfer 2 and Generalize 2.
,

Table 4: Percentage of Children Making Claims in Infinity Interview

Claim 1st 2nd

NuMbers can be generated indefinitely by adding 1 56% 50% 64%

Numbers can.be generated indefiniteiy by subtracting 1 40% 29% 12% 'N II,

A biggest number does not exist 8% 23% 26%

A sthallest number does not exist 0% 2% 2% V

XX -14
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THE ORGANIZATIONAL
ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES

OF ROLE STRESS AMONG TEACHERS

Abstract

Nina Gupta, Ph.D.

903.09:

Participating Schools: 'Martin- Junior High, Murchison Junior High ;an&

Pearce Junior High.,
Description of.Study: This study was'aimed at exploring the organiza=

tional antecedents and consequences of streis aMong public school

teachers. The study had four-major objectives: (a) to explore the

work-related factors that produce streSs; (b) to examine whether work

sttess,causes teachers to'be alienated from the school; (c) to explore

the psychological, physi7114ical, and behavioralconsequences of stressl

-and (d) to examine.the'impact of.work stress on the- effectiveness of .

teachers' functioning. The research design called for an intensive

study of a small sample of teachers (N=25) from three schools in fhe

Austin Independent School District. .The data sources were intensive

interviews with the sampled teachers. Data analysis is based on content

coding of the interview.protocols.

Description.of Results:,A wide divergence existed 'in the* sample concer-

ning the levels of stress. The, majOr stresses were too Much work,

ambiguous work expectations, and. the .inadequacy.ofresources to perform

effectively. Among the'Stressors, school administratorsstudents,

discipline,issues, lack of.job variety, and gender (women reported

greater stress) Were.the. most potent. The,most, likely consequentes of

stress,were job dissatisfactiOn and nervousness, .There was some evidence

indicating that.caffeine and alcohol use may be worsened by the ekper-,

ience Cf stress. Also, dysfunctional behaviors (Stith as tardineSs and

absenteeism) may be magnified in the presenee'of stress.
.

-

Implications:of Results: Stress is related to adverse effects ,not only

for the 'teachers, but for the schools as Well. As such, it 1.6 useful,to

attempt a reduction of teacher stredb,ill schools. Specifically, the

school-related stressors must .be removed if teachers ate to function

effectively in their work envitonmepts.

Implitations for AISD: The implications of this study must netessarily

be tentative in'that they are based on a sample of onlp'4 teachers from

only three schools. With this caveat,Alowever, it can be,suggested that

the class assignments of teathers be examined carefullY to-ensure some

job variety, .fhat administrators must be careful mit to giVe teachers

contradictory signals, and that,di-scipline should be enforced uniformly

and fairly. FurtherMore, it may be suggested that.in-service,training

programs be used to provide teachers with better.tethniqueé.to handle

_discipline among students,
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SPANISH SPEAKING PARENT PARTICIPATICN IN THE SCHOOL

Abstract

960.13

Harriett Homo:

Participating Schools: Twenty four familiesattending sChool meetings
for bilingual programs in'the attendance. areasof Sanchez, Brooke, and
Gdvalle schools participated.in the research project. Some parents
interViewed had children attending other schools in the. district.

Description of Study: The study was an ethnographic investigation of
parent-school interactions to determine how Spanish'sPeaking parents get
information from the schools and the problems they encounter. .The researcher
attended and tape-recorded 16 parent-school meetingsi.acdompanied parents
in school contacts, and conducted in-depth interviews with parents and
children concerning school experiences. Observations and analysis of.discourse
from transcribed tapes of meetings and interviews proVide the core data
of the investigation. Analysis of data regarding bilingual parents is stillin progress,

.

Description of Results: Spanish speaking parents comprise a diverse group
with distinCt problems and needs directly related:to indi'Vidual English
language fluency,,acCess to sChooling and time in the U.S. "'Recently immi-
grated parents, eSpecially those-from rural areaS, frequently had few
opportunities for schooling in their home cOuntries and, as a result, may
be illiterate in Spanish in addition,to speaking no-English: 'This group'
of parents.have the most difficulty in school'cohmunications but represent
a significant nuMber.of.the parentsof.children in bilingual programs.
Problems they 'encOunter in participation in school activities are the
following: literacy is assumed in the majority of school situations
embarrassing parents who cannot.sign their names,. fill oUt forms, or deal
with written communication; meetings conducted bilingually were perceived.
as English presentations because suppOrt materials were'in English, trans-
lationS of EngliSh presentations tended;to be summaries of the original
Omitting important contextual material-necessary for coMprehension, and
staff more comfortable in English unconsciously switched to English during

,discourse. All parents had difficulty in determining the importance of
school materials; thus notices of school sbcial functions and retention
policies might be treated:in the same manner. Children had responsibility
for interpreting messages for parentsvreading school materials, and inforMing
parents of responsibilities and obligations with the effectiveness ofdelivery of information dependent Upon matarity level of' the student. With
few similar experiences to draw upon,'Spanish speaking parents did not
understand theimplications of federally-funded programs, school jargon
used by school staff, and prograMterms-such retc. ,This
lack of knowledge of how the schoolosystem is organized and how decisions
are hade made it diffiCult for'parents to understand the kind bf programstheir children were participating in, how their.children were progressing,
how grades were-assigned.or what they meant, the significance of test
scores, or how and why children were.retained. Onlyitwo meetingslone
discussing program content and one focussing on retention .(atthe. end of
the school year) dealt With theSe topics. Parent conferences were the only',
times parents got information directly related to the:progress of their
children and direct teacher contact was.lessened mben\children were not

XX-16
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in neighborhood schools or parents could not pick up children from their

classrooms. Most appreciated and 'effective school communications were

personal contacts by bilingual staff. Overall,parentswere gratefUl for

opportunities given their children and expressed school achievement and

the learning of English as primary aspirations for their children.

Implications Of ResUlts: Acquird characteristics of.parents, such as .

familarity with school organization and processes, ability to speak English,

and level of literacy.play, an important part in. the participation of

,Spanish speaking parents in.school-activities.
Patents want to participate,

,will make time_to participate, and are interested in school activities:but

lack Confidence in 'their ability to participate effectively. Subtle

...,,,TactorS of language use and language perceptions interceding in parent-

'school'interactions make delivery of information complex in bilingual

situations. For these reaSOns, simple translations or making materials'

aVailable in.two languages.dOes not assure communiCation or dissemination

of information.

.Imaications tor AISEI: It apprears that district efforts.to involve

Spanish'sspeaking parents might be more effectively directed toward in-

creasing parents' Confidence in parent-school interaCtions and in'helping-

parents to learn hOw to obtain information and from whom, how programs

are structured, what is taught, how children are evaluated, and how

decisions are made about their children.

XX-17 41
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LABOR MARKET ANALYSIS AND HUMAN RESOURCES PLANNING:
MATCHING TRAINING AND JOBS IN AUSTIN

Abstract

Robert W. Glover, David O. Porter, Hubert Smith,
Richard Mackay, et al; Center for the Study of
Human Resources and Lyndon B. Johnson School of
Public Affairs, University of Texas at Austin.

Participating Schools: Data regarding vocational-technical courses in
all secondary schools in AISD was considered. Personal interviews were
cohducted with instructors and administratora at selected schools. In
addition:to AISD, information was also solicited from the 19 other ISDs
in the Austin SMSA (Travis, WilliaMson and Hayes counties) as well as
Austin Community College,_proprietary schools, community organizations
providing training funded under CETA, and employers who offer training.

Description of.Study: In the fall of 1980, the Capital Area Manpower
Consortium enlisted the collaboration ofthe Lyndon B. Johnson School
of Public Affairs and the Center for the Study of Human Resources at
the University of Texas at Austinr in an effort to compile information
for improved local labor market planning. The'Consortium is the local
sponsor for programs funded under the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA). With the advent of its Private Sector,Initiatives
Program, the Consortium was especially interested in improving its
record of placements with private employers. Under CETA the chief
concern was with placing disadvantaged workers into good jobs that
require-less than a baccalaureate degree.

InfOrmation for the study came through three primary approaches.. First,
a statistical profile of,Austin from 1960 tO 1980 was.developed using
data from the Texas Employment ,CommisSion, the U.S. Bureau of the
Census and other ageneies. Second, an inventory of activity-in formal
training programs In Austin was undertaken ahd the views of perSonnel
.in various training agencies were sought. Third,,a sample of Austin
area employers was,ihterviewed.'

Description of Results: Over the past 20 years, Austin has, doubled its
population. Due in part to high.rates of inmigration the study estimated
that approximately one half of all labor market entrants in Austin are
inmigrants. Employment has grown.eVen faster than popUlation. From 1960
to 1980,..employment grew by almost 160 percent. This has kept unempfby-

HITient:rates at 3 to.4 percent consistently. Despite more than 20 years'
of continuous growth in employiiient,- Austin area eMployera reported no .

shortages of:workers,for entry level jobs. The only shortages mentiohed
were for jobs requiring advanced skills (such as Machinist,ortool and
die maker).'. Such training in. advanced:skills is not commonly offered
by Austin area training institutions. Indeed; employers themselves are
the chief source of such training in'Austin.
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There are high rates of noncompletion among.trainees in all training

institutions in Austin, including secondary vocational programs,

proprietary schools, and the Austin Community College.

Given,the reportedadequate supply*of entry level workers, disadvan- (

.

taged workers in Austin face special difficulty in securing employment.

Further,.past.employment patterns in Austin indicate that economic

growth alone is insufficient to imprlove the traditional underrepre-

sentation of minorities, and women in better paying jobs.
a

implications of Results: Even in a robust econoiy such as Austin,'special

efforts are needed to assist groups who have not shared in the growth-:-

groups with particular barriers to enployment and those who have dropped .

out bf'regular training programs but who could benefit from another-

chance.

Given the,keen competition for jobs at the entry level, training 'programs

designed.for disadvantaged,workers,should be impletented with specific

employers who are expanding their'workforce. Based on a review of

experience of various successful training efforts in Austin, researchers

recommended that the CETA sponsor expand the Combined Skills Training

Program; a training effort which, (like cooperative education) combines

classroom training witb_on the job training. Tbe model pairs a,local

community based organization with an individual firm and an educational

.Although ther&exists numerous employer advisory groups to the various.

training agencies, there iS little c011aboration. Also there remains

a need for some organization or group to monitor.the Austin labor market

from an overall perspective, focuaing special attention:bn employer

.training needs'and.workers who,havespecial problets or training needs.

.Implications.for AISD:
-

I. Recognizing that most occupational training in Austin'occurs on the

job, AISD should consider-means to tie into formal training provided by

employers. For example, a program of school-to-apprenticeship linkage

could be established' in which stuaents start their apprenticeships in

school and continue training in apprenticeship after graduation.

2. In view of the high rate of dropouts from programs of vocational

education,.AISD shoula conduct a study of the causes of noncompletion-

as well,as possible remedies.

3. AISD should join in community effort with employers,and other training

institutions to address the issue of job discrimination and underrepre-

sentation of woMen and minority men in better-paying jobs in Auatin.

Merely relying on economic growth alone will not solve this problem.
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4. AISD should consider, instituting collaboration between its
occupa-ional advisory,committees and counterpart committees.estab7
lished the Austin Community College. One model for collaboration,
can be fuund in Brazosport, Texas. Also consideratiod should be
given by AISD to participating in the Private Industry Council spoil-
Sored under CETA.
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STRESS AND COPING: A COMPARISON OF COPING

EFFICACY BETWEEN SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

David C. Duty

oN,

ParticipatinIrg SchoolSi 0.Henry Junior.High School and

Johnston High School

.Destription of Study: A Coping ReSponse Inventory (CRI) was administered

to students in grades seventh through twelfth. The.CRI assays three major

.aspetts (stressors, toping strategies, and the'efficacy of coping

strategies) of adolescent stress and coping in four major domains (school,

family, work-finance, and personal-interperOnal).

Description of Results: Not yetavailable.

Implication of Results: Not yet available.

IMplications for Not yet AVailable

418
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BaSit Skills of Secondary Vocational
Education Students

Abstract

.Nina"Selz, Ph.D;%.and James Weber, Ph.D.

960.19

Partidipating Schools: Secondary schoolsAistrictwide existent pupil

data'files

Description of Study: Basic skills are essential to successful partici-
pation in today's society; 'They are crucial to,demonStrating employa-
bility and occupational competence, acquiring further education and

training, and attainingupward mobility. The.PurPose of the currefet,

study was to increase our knowledge base and understanding (from a
national persepctive) of the relationships between secondary students'
basid skills attainment and.their participationin vocational education.
During the course of the study data on secondary students were 'acquired

through an extensive seafch of published studies as weir as by. the analy-
sis of "off-the-shelr data sets,froma diverse sample of sixteen school

districts (including AISD) and four national organizations.

Description of Results: _Analyses of the designated data sets led tcL.

such generalizations as--

Secondary vocational studen',s' average.perfOrmance on
standardized basic.skills measures is between the 35th

and 40th percentiles.

The basic skills levels of students in different vocational
programs vary significantly. The approximate. magnitude of
those differences are shown in the following figure."

PERFORMANCE (in percentiles)

30th. 35th 40th 45th

I

Home Dist. Ed.* Agriculture Business

Ed. Health Occ.
Technical
T and I

*Note: This estimate is based upon two studies only and could fluctuate
considerably.

.

The average basic skills attainment of secondary vocational
students is typically (a) significantly lower than the attain-
ment of college preparatory students and (b) not significantly
diffe ent from the attainment of general students.

L)
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Changes in basic skills performance (e.g., from program entry
to exit) observed for vodational and nonvocational students
do not differ significantly.

Vocational (as well as nonvocational) students' average basic
skills attainment does not change significantly between
program entry and'exit.

Implications of Results: Several recommendations drawn from these
, findings were--

Further research on the ramification's of the "less than average"
basic skills attainment of vocational students should be under-
taken._ Although the available data indicate that vocational
students' basic skills levels are typically below average,

- they fail to yield significant insights into either the level
of baE'c skills essential to perform various occupational tasks
successailly or into the sufficiency of the basic skills
levels exhibited by vocational students relative to such'a
set of standards.

More efficient and effective basic skills.materials, program-
ming, and support service mechanisms need to be developed and
integrated into secondary vocational settings.

Additional monies shOuld be earmarked for the kinds of research
and development activities alluded to in the preceeding recom-
mendations as well as to foster improvement in basic skills
instruction in all vocational settings.

Implications for AISD: The implications bf the results Presented
above for AISD are necessarily tentative, since they are based upon
a national sample rather than one comprised only of AISD students.'
They do suggest, however, that continued and improved efforts should
probably be expended in AISD to foster the basic skills levels of
its vocational*udents, since they closely paralleled the levels
\observed across the total sample. The criticality of such an emphasis
is exacerbated by the fact that most contemporary and emerging occupa-
tions, including those considered.to be entrylevel, have become
more sophisticated and require basic skills that were not considered
essential a few.years ago.
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.;omputationai Errors of Seventh and Eighth
Grade Students

Abstract

Carolyn L. Pinchback En.D.

articipating Schools: Lobie Junior fligh

Description of StudNi: This study was designed to re-
plicate and extend Roberts' efforts at classifying
students' computational errors and Engelhardt's
analysis of children's computational errors through
clinical interviews. k'ive self-contained classes of
seventh and eighth grade students were administered
a five item computaticnal test on fractions.which
lasted five minutes-. fc:-:.five consecutive days. Af-
ter each of these computational test& was scored
for-accuracy as correct answer4 incorrect answer,
or non-attempt, those students scoring:of an.in-
correct answer or non-attempt answer were inter-
viewed so that inferences could be made to stu-
dents' probable approaches or misconceptions.

Description of Results: The prodedure resulted in
nine categories for the incorrect answer or non-
attempt, two of which corresponded to.error types
described by Roberts and three of which corresponded
to error types described by Engelhardt. These were
defective algorithm, equivalent fractions, mixed
numeral to improper fraction or improper fraction
to mixed numeral, simplifying, incorrect operation,
basic*fact, incomplete, non-attempt, and incorrectly
copied.

Implications of Results: Of the nine different
categories for the incorrect answer or non-attempt,
over half of the errors were due to defective al-
gorithm, incomplete or guess, and non-attempt.
This indicates that in teaching the various al-
gorithm& for fractions one should point out to stu-
dents how one algorithm diffel.'s from another so
that transfer will not take place inCorrectly
nor incompletely. The sLidy also suggested that
the time element may result in incomplete responses
or guesses and non-attempts.

Implications for AISD: The result presented above
identified nine major classes of incorrect responses
or no response. These classes may pe considered by
teachers for the concept of fractions when they are
introduced or in diagnostic-prescriptive teaching.
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Junior High Management Improvement Study

Abstract

_ Edmund T. Emmer, Ph.D:

Participating Schools: Bedichek, Burnet, Dobie, Fulmore,'Lamar, Martin,
Pearce, and Porter Junior High Schools

Description of Study: This study tested the effectiveness of research
based clas.sroom nianagement strategies for establishing and maintaining
good learning environments in junior high,schobl classrooms. The study
was.designed to verify findings ofearlier descriptive research and.to
learn more about.the process of helping teachers gain classroom organi
zation and manageMent skills. A total. of 56 teachers in eight junibr
high schools in AISD'participated. All were volunteers, and most were
relatively inexperienced, with 0-2 years previous teaching experience.
A special- group of 10 experienced teachers was also included. 'Using'
stratefied random 'selection, teachers were placed in two groups,
balanced for years of experience and subiect areas. Teachers in one ai
the groups received a manual, Organizing and Managing the Junior high
School Classroom', ,and attended twd.workshops at the beginning of the
school year. Teachers in the other group received the materials and
workshop later in the school year. Contents of the-teacher's manual and
workshops included guidelinei and case studies for organizing Ehe class
room and materials for'the beginning of school, developing a.workable
set bf classroom .rules, 'procedures, and consequences, planning aCtivi
ties for the first week, maintaining the classroom management system
after the beginning of school, organizing. instruction and pacing, and
clarity. To assess the effects of the.experimental treatment on teacher
and.student behavior, two class sections of each teacher'were observed'
once a week during the'first 2 months of school, including observation
on the first day of,achool:. Clasaroom observers were not informed about
the.group.assignmenta-of teachers. Observations were alSo conducted n
January and February on a reduced basis. Data included deScriptive
records of Classroom activities,.counts,of student task engagement,' and
ratings .of teacher management behaviors. Interviews. With teachers
provided information about *their perceptions of. their classes and the
management materials.

Description of Results: Although analysis of the JMIS ia still under
way, peliminary analyses of data from ,the first 2 months, of school
indicate that teachers who recieved the materials and workshopn at the
beginning of the School year used the recommended' strategies and
behaviors significantly more than teachers who did not receive the
materials. Use ofthe JMIS management strategies was associated with
higher levels of student task engagement and cooperation. In these
preliminarj, analyses, feW,significant interactions were found between
teachers' level of experience and treatment effects, suggesting that the
JMIS materials were beneficial across levels of experience. Further
analyses-will examine effects for the more experienced group on a case
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study basis. Other analyses will be aimed at providing more information
about relationships between teacher and student behaviors in different
contexts, such as subject area and grade level.

Implications of ReSults: The results suggest confirmation of the
effectiveneSs of the management -strategies suggested by earlier
deScriptive research. Management strategies and guidelines included in
the JMIS teacher's manual do'appear to contribute to effective classrOom
management. In addition, result's indicate that information about
effective management techniques can help . many teachers to establish
better learning environments in. their classes at the beginning of the
school year and that staff development in classroom management need,,not
be limited to elaborate, long-term training"programs. Most teachers can,
derive some benefit from printed information and one or two half-day
workshops, particularly if.training is_provided at the beginning of theschool year.

Implications for AISD: The results presented above support the use of
beginning-of-school workshops in which teachers; particularly inexperi=
enced teachers, are provided with detailed information about planningfor the beginning of school and maintaining good management in theirclassrooms. The JMIS teacher's manual, Organizing and Managing the
Junior High School Classroom, has been made available to the district,
and copies have been given to all junior high school principals. R&DCTE
staff,will participate ,in beginning-of-school orientation for teachers
in the district for the 1982-1983 school year. It is recommended that
followup workshops be c,nducted by building principals or staff devel-
opers after several weeks of school.

c>
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ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS AND SCHOOL OUTCOMES:
EVIDENCE FRUA A NEWLY DESEGREGATED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Abstract

,David J. Welsh

Participating Schools: No schools were directly involved in this study.
Data were collected from a sample of AISD elementary principals.

Description of Study: The purpose of the present study was to explore
the tole of the elementary principal in influencing the successful,
implementation oUcourt-ordered desegtegation. Two major types of data
were collected. The first was an.administrative task survey completed
by 35 AISD.elementary prinCipals. The second data source wag an open-
ended interview of five elementary principals nominated by instructional
eoordinators as particularly successful in implementing desegregation.

Description of Results': The survey data have not yet been fully analyzed.
Results from the principal interviews identified several common themes or
issues in the effective implementation of desegregation,. These included
getting faculty, parents, and students together before the year began;,

..,spending adequate time addressing parents! concerns and encouraging parental
involvement; building up staff and student morale; being visible and
accessible to.students, parents, anclstaff; setting clear expectations and
enforcing them form the first day; and'actively seeking.out teacher and
parent input. In addition to these general thetes, many specific practices
were identified.

Implications of Results: 'It is probableothat the things which made these
principals effective are the same.things which charaCterize all effective
principals, whether or not they are'inthe first year of a court-ordered;
desegregation plah. Nonetheless, during times of organizational.stress and
change, effective leadership is probably especially important in maintaining
the quality of instruction.

Implications for AISD: -This study has identified, at least tentatively, some
specific practices which principals themielves believe to be key elements
in the effective implementation of desegregation.i Hopefully, these
suggestiods will be useful to other AISD. administrators.
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THE STUDENT TEACHING E*RIENCE:., A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY
. REPORT

It - f

Abstract

GaryA. Griffin, G. Robert Hughes, Jr., Susan Barnes, Maria E. Defino,
Sara Edwards, Hobart Hukill, aqd Sharon O'Neal

Research in Teacher Education

Research and Development Center for Teachet Education

Participating Schools: Becker, Brentwood, Cook, Dawson, Gullett,
Joplin, Odom, Pillow, Read, Travis Heights, Webb', Williams, Wooldridge,
and Wooten Elementary Schools:

Description of Study: ,The purpose was,to describe,ascompletely as
,.pOssible the nature of student teaching from the.perspective of its
'participants, thereby'identifying'key elements which contribute
substantially to effective student'teeching. NinetYthree, student
teachers'and 17 supervisOrsfrom two major universities,and 88 of
their supervising teachers from surrounding school districts
participated in the. study; 43 of the supervising teachers and 44 of
the student teachers werein the AISD. Twenty pairs of student
teachers end supervising teachers,-and their 9 university supervisors.,
made up the intensive-sample;Ahe remaining participants compoaed the
general sample. The latter group reSponded to a variety of instruments
and questionnaires about themselves arid their experiences at three
points Auring the semester (beginning, middle, and end). The intensive
sample also'responded to all of these, in.addition to keeping personal
journals, tape recording their supervision conferences, being observed

-in the classroom., and being interviewed by staff several times during
the semester.

Deacription of Results: The data from this study have not all been
ana'lyed at. this time. Preliminary findings are available Which
pertain to the backgroundAnddemographic characteristics.of the
student teaching participants. Some preliminary analyses of the

-----Pquantitative datahavebeen completed, and analysis of the qualitative
. (observational, journal, interview and conference) data has begun.

Tentative results indicate thatthere are some basic changes in'
participants' attitudes and,perteptions over the cOu±se of student
.teaching. Student teachers become increasingly flexible in their
behavior, while their educational philosophy tends to.become less
progressive- Their Self-esteem increases as their,concerns about
themselves decrease.' The supervising teachers also showed some
changes_during the semester. Like the student teachers, supervising

. teachers showed an increase'in flexibility and a decrease in expression
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of progressive educational philosophy. The.uniVersity supervisors

showed the least amount of change; their self concerns and concerns \

ahout impact on studentteachers decreased over the semeSter. A

In. addition to changes.oVer the semester, there Were differences

. among the three sets of participants (supervising teachers,'student

teachers,. and University superviSors). Student teachers had greater ,

concetnsahout self then either,supervising teachers or university

supervisors. However, supetvising teachers were more concerned about

insuring completion of basic instructional tasks than were the other

two groupS of participants. Another tajor difference among the sets

, of participants was, thatstudent teachers demonstrated less verbal

facility than either supervising teachers or uniVersity supervisors..

Implications of Results: While it Must be kept in mind that these

are preliminary findings; one apparent itplication is that many

:changes associated with student' teaching may be a,consequence of

,the school envitonment rather than,the direct influence of SuperVising

teachers, For exatple,..' both supervising teachers and'Student teachers

showed ,parallel changes in flexibility.and,educationaLphilosophy,

suggesting. that'both groups were being affected by.Similar contextual

factors..

Ona_mOre general level, it is expected that complete analysis

of:the data will furnish a rich enough. picture of student teaching

foradditional comments to be made.about those personal characteristics,

interaction patterns, and institUtional regularities which are aSsociated,

singly or in combination, with effective student teaching exPeriences.

From a determination of these regularities, tentative prescriptions for

',optimal ways of conducting student teaching--from assigning placement's

to superVising instruction to final evaluations--may be offered.

Implications for AISD: To the extent that the above expectation

achieves fruition, AISD may ChoOde to,provide future research

opportunitieslor empirical.validation of the prescriptions. The'

district may also choose to conduct need6 assessments'and provide

appropriate staff development opportunities for its supervising

_teachers, based upon those findings which delineate factors associated

with effective student teaching experfences.:
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AMPLIFYING EFFECTS OF TELEVISION'S PROSOCIAL FARE
THROUGH CURRICULUM INTERVENTION

Abstract

Robert Abelman

,ParOcipating Schools: Brook Elementary, Read Elementary

Description of Study:: The impact of,television content on chiidren's
learning and their subsequent performance of various social behaviors_
has become a major research question in the social sciences. Most of
the early_researcli in this area has focused upon the impact of
televisibn yiolence and verbal-aggression due to the antisocial and,
thus, pdtentially detrimental nature of this content. More recently,
attention has been devoted to methods which mediate and control
television's negative impact. With the literature indicating that .

parents are,the best, but least,cooperati'Ve, mediation agents,*much of-
the research has been geared toward the:development and testing of,
-in-school curriculum module§ designed to teachAildren to be more
informed, critical consumers of televl.sion.

As did the pioneers of our field, today's researchers are focusing
,their attention on television violence much to the exclusion of other-
forms of interpersonal behavior, which might be acquired by viewing
television. The study described herein, however, presents an
experimental test of one of the first such mediation strategies which
focuses on commercial television fare in an attempt to'amplify
television's,prosocial effects on young viewer's social behavior.. In
addition, unlike other curriculum projects which examine /children's
programming and/or employ programs specifically Prepared:for the
'particular experiment, this project actually examines the, daily
prosocial offerings contained within those programs childreif most
prefer (Neilsen; 1981): -- prime-time action/adventure shows and
situation comedies.

Three instructional goals wereposited for this. projedt, seeking
cognitive,.affective and behavioral level'effects on children's sociql
learning froM television:

(1)_The curr culum intervention.should make students more aware
of their current viewing patterns and television's prosocial
content; .

(2) The curriculum intervention-should increase stUdent's liking
for, and appreciation of, television's prosocial offerings in

, the context of their favorite television programs;
(3)-The curriculuM interventiOn should result in increased

attention toward, And.preference for, prosocial behavior in
their own and others behavioral repertoire.
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Initial interviews tp construct curriculuM,activities.and questionnaire
items for the project were conducted between May 1980 and May 1981 and

.

entailed.oVer 100 hours of watching and discussing television with
children. All materials were reviewed and pretested by elementary
school teachers in Austin, Texas.' Two classroomsfat the.fourth grade
(N=85) and sixth grade (N=71) levels comprised the experimental and
control groups. Data collection and-the three-week'curriculum were
conducted between October and December, 1981.

R82.03

Description of Results: At the time_of this writing, only.an
exploratory investigation of the data has been conducted, providing a
general overview of the direction of the data anOuccess of'the

. three-week curriculum. Preliminary findings reveal,a highly
significant impact of the.curriculum MOdules on the cognitive;
affective and behavioral component dimensions of children!s attitUdes
toward television's, prosociai fare. . The most apparent impact of the
intervention takes the form of children's increased .Swarenes8 of.*
television's prosocial offerings within the context of their favorite, .

typically aggression-filled, programs (cognitive component) and_their
increased preference for prosocial solutions tO7interpersonal conflict
in their own and significant others'.behavioral repertoire (behavioral
component).'

,

While the'curriculum Intervention appeatsto be effective.across grade
levels, younger, typically less cognitively developed children appear
to have primarily obtained/retained critical learning from the
curriculum. Older, typically more cOgnitively,delieloped-children,
demonstrated a rather equal retention of content,and critical learning.
In addition, reSulta do not alter significantly across teachers, thus
indicating that the curriculum is apOlicable,to varidus'teaching '

situations and adaptable,to diverse teaching styles.
,

ImPlications of ReSulta:. The results of this study indicate that
through curriculum intervention, elementary school students of varioua

'ages'and levels of sophistication can deyelop cognitive skills
necessary to bebore critical consumers of television. Through this
three-week intervention, attic:lents can make more conacious, criteria--
based decisiOns and develop personal awareness andControl of.behavior
regarding.television.

Implications for AISD: This study has. provided the AISD with a fully
tested, completely operational curriculum on television which was
designed' to specificallY complement the more traditional, on-going
curriculum presently employed in its schools. SeVeral members of the
'teaching staff in the AISD are bow trained in this programand have
at their disposal all the materials and skills necessary- to reinstate
this curriculum if soAeSired.
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The Development of Metalinguistic Abilities in Children

Abstract.

David:I-. Hakes, Ph.D.

R82.04

Participating SchoOls: :Casis, COok, Doss, Highland Park, Pillow

Description of Study: The.purpOse Of the present stUdy'is to examine

the.development of several metaliffgOistic abilities (i.e., abilities

that involve thinking about language, such as grammaticality judgments,

-rhyming, appreciation of ligures-of speech) nd to examine the'inter

relationships among such abilitieS and their relationsOps to such

academic variables as reading achievement. This is a longitudinal

study that began when the'children were 3 years old and will continue

untiLthey are 9 years old. During the4wesent year, the.oldest child-

-ren in the study were,in kindergarten.

Description of Results: Because ofthe.lOngitudinal nature of the

study, major results will not be available.fOr some ime to come. We

are,'however, already finding developmental changes in indiVidual child-

ren that have preViously 'been reported only in group data. For example,:

it has been reported'that between the ages of 4 and,6'years children
. .

tend to misinterpret the w6rd treating it as roughly synonymous .

with "tall."..Younger children do not do thiS, Yielding aTattern ih

Which, with increasing age', .understanding of:"big".becomes worse and

onlylater'Again iMprOves, We presentfed the.children with:pairs of '

car'dboard-rectangleS.varying in area and-asked them,. ."Which one'is the

'big one?" 'So far, better-than '90% of the children have shown thei)at=

tern ofgoing from better-than-chance performance to worse-than-chance

performance-. Further,-for, most of the-children,:the period of Worse--N.

than-chance perforibancels quite extended.

Implications af Results: -As yet; the implications of our findings are

unclear, if only because the results are incomplete. We hope:to be'

able to say something about the kinds of early language performances

(i.e., at ages 3 and 4 years).that are predictive of later:school per-

formance. We hope also, on the baSis of the children's data'and ex.=

tentTve interview datalfrom their parents, to be able to identify Some

of the earlyvariables.that give rise tb -superiorand inferior later

performances.

Implications for AISD:. Identifying early language variables that are

associated with later school perfOrmance should allow.AISD the 'oppor-

tunity io develop diagnostic procgdures for identifying'Children "at

risk"'-for school failure. Further, our results-may suggest improved
remediation procedures that might be instituted.in,the early school

years
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REPORTED COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES
OF HEARING.IMPAIRED:ADOUSCENTS WITH
EXPERIENCE IN MAINSTREAM SETTINGS

Abstract

'Madelfne Maxwell, Ph.D.-and Laurie Nipper, M.A.

PartiCipating_ Schools: Pearce and BediChek Junior High Schocils and Reagan

-and McCallum High Schools

Description of Study: A questionnaire was used to identify communication
strategies reported by hearing impaired- student's who are mainstreamed in

regular classes and to compare the self-reports of hearing impaired stud-

ents with 'reports from theirTeachers of the Deaf.and-their regular class-

room teachers.

DeScription of Results: The data have been coded.and prepared for computer

analysis.

Implications of Results': Various'factors whith predict success in main-

streaming have been identified and recoimendations for assisting students

.are dvailable. There are, however, no reports, of students' strategies

for participation,in communication in-public.schools. Since a primary

purpose in mainstreaming hearing impaired students'is to enable them to

participate fully with hearing peers; it is important.to identify the.

,r strategies rhey are using..' Comparison of student reports with their

various teachers' reports'will reveal the extent-of'shared perceptions

and pOssible.differences of communication style in different subject areas.

If the gOal is to'increase the level of participation of hearing Impaired
,sruderits in:communication, it might be best ,to match them with.teachers.

who repofrSimilar strategies for cOmmUnication in their classes.. 'In

this way. the comPatibility of communication styles could.be predicted.

1

ImpticatiOns for AISD: Although participants in AISD'are few in timber,

data have also been collected from around the state of Texas. In-addi7-

tion'to providing guidance.in placing hearing impaired atudents.with

teachers, we expect' to aecertain whether in-service training for teschern

or a communication strategies-program for hearing impaired students-might,
improve their level ofyarticipation and the effectiveness of their com-

munication in r4ular classrooms.'
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USES OF RESEARCH AND'EVALUATION INFORMATION

Abstract

Yolanda M. Leo

. Participating Schools:

Bedichek, Burnet, Dobie, Fulmore, Lamar, Martin, Murchison, 0.Henry,

Pearce, Porter, Brooke, Campbell, Cunningham, Ortega, Rosedale, Walnut

Creek, Brentwood, Highland Park, Norman, Oak Springs, Sanchez, Winn,

Wooten, Doss, Lee, Pease, Travis Heights, Williams, Allison, Casis,

Under, Barrington, Harris, Metz, Ridgetop, Pillow, Pecan Springs,

and Blackshear.

Descriptton of Study:

The purpose of the study was to assess the, perceptions of educational ,

researchers and educational administrators towards data and its use .

and to examine the relationship between increased training and reported

-data use. Face-to-face interviews were conducted with all evaluators

in the Office of Research arid Evaluation,_all junior high principals,

and a random sample of elementary principals.- Items.on the question-

naire used were keyed to the concepts in the. Twdmmunities theory

based on-C.' P. Snow's Two Cultures.theory that attempts.to explain the

tensions that extst between knowledge, producers andicntledge users.

Description of Results:

The educational researchers and the educational administrators were

found to have'different perceptions on the extent ofdata use in

the district and in their own feelings of comfort and competence in

using data. They were not found to differ, in their perceptions of

how data should be used, the qbality of data that is and can be

produced and factors which contribute to or inhibit the use of data.

Although the junior high principals (trained data users) reported a

higher use of data than did elementary principals (untrained data

uiers), the difference was not significant.

Implications of Results:

The verification that educational researchers and educational admin-

.
istrators differ in many of their perceptions regarding data and its

use lends support to the Two Communities theory. This theory suggests
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that the groups-reside in two different communities which are
governed by different value and reward systems, language and pro-
fessional affiliations. This implies the need for finding ways to
bridge this.gap so that dkision makiqg based on data can be
enhanced.

foo
Implications for AISD:

The data suggests that inCreased training is related to increased
use so that the district's training opportunities should be continued.
It also suggests that there is a gap between educational researchers
and educational administrators that muSt be bridged. Specific
research-suppoTted activities which might be pursued to accomplish
this are 1) increased personal contact between Tesearchers and
administrators, 2). support of key people for increased,cooperation
between both groups, 3) provision of opportunities for.data users
to have input on -their needs for data, and 4) having greater clarity
in research reports.
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Case Stud On-students initiall involved in the
.Elemen ar Ar Enric en Pro ram rou

R82.08

Art Museum.

Abstract

Laura L. Wilson

Participating Schools: Pleasant Hill Elementary:.
Description of -Stuay: Upon developing a series of
affective questions, students were interviewed, 7 in
the contrel group, 7 inthe experimental group. The.
.control group is composed of students who are in their-
first year of the Art Enrichment Program, while students
in:the experimental group haVe been in the progra:M- for:
at-.1east 2 years. The question8 parallel BloomL8 tax-
onomy of affective learning- and culminate.in a hierarchy
te determine the level of.affective learning which the
student has undergone as- a result of his/her 'experiences

, or-lack-of ekperience 'with the. program. In.this:wayl.
the.prograM may be-evaluated for future, rennovation.
Description Of 1?esults: IntervieWSwere taped and- later,
transcribed and inCluded.in a preliminarY research paper-
(which isat the. moment in the possession of Sue MaYer)
Conclusions show many similarities between'tudents with7.
in their.respeCtivegroUps. Naive cOnCeptions prevail '

in the control group,,while'innevative thoughts and ideas
are becoming apparent_in the eXperimental group.
Implications of Results.: The. Art Enrichment has expanded
to 16 Austin area.sChools and is definitely _in need of
constant-revision in order:to meet the needs of .its
subsequent grOwth. These results show-that the program
is indeed allowing its participants to expand their ideas
and concepts about art and life in general through the
use' of vocabulary and art terminology expansionlsartistic
skill and creative abilities interest ignited and continu-
ing in positiVe growth, with personal and family involve-
went-on the rise. as'well.
Implications for AISD: Due to the high involvement of-
AISD elementary,schobl children in thisprogram, this
study should prove to be a successful evaluative prOject
With implications-toward understanding the affective area
of.learning and so apply this.knoWledge to future
development.of programming. Most previous.studips have
been concerned with cognitive growth, so the researcher
fepls the area of affective growth necessitates expansibn.
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Norming.and Validating the Role-Play

Assessment for Adolescents

.Interim Peport

Leslie Moore and.Kathleen Waddell, PhD.

Participating Sehools: Dobie Junior High School

DeScription of Study: The purpose of, the Studis to establish norming

driteria on a representative sub-sample-of students for a role-play

assesSment of social behaviors. Fifty eighth-grade male students

responded to social situations-on tapes and the responseslare being

coded according to an established Criteria.: Tlie responses of.this

representative sample will be used to compare the responiies of

identified hyperactive eighth grade stUdents from a previous study'

at The University of Texas. The A.I.S.D. sub-:sample will-also be

compared to the.responses of one-hundred and fifty students in other

districts to note the effect of sex, age; and ethnicity oh the responses

to the role-play situations. , .

Descri tion of.Results:.The tapesarb currently beig coded. The

statistical Comparisons and norm data will be available'by mid-summer of

1982. .

Implications of Results: The study is not complete and no implications

can be drawn at this time.

Implications for AISD: The study is not complete and no implications can

be-drawn at this time.
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The Effect of High and Low

.Expectancies-on Children's

Motor Performance

Abstract

Lynn Housner, Dolly Lamdin-and Sheila Peterson

Participating Schools: -Houston and Langford Elementary
Description of Study: The purpose of the study was to investigate the'

effects of providing high and low performance.expectations on 9 and
10 year old-children's sit-up and standing broadjump scores. Children
were instructed that the average 9 and 10.year old child in AISD
could perform either.21 (Low Expectancy) or 44 (High Expectancy) situps
.in 60 seconds and jump either 49 inches (Low Expectancy) or 69 inches
(High Expectancy) on the standing broad jump.

Description of Results: The law data was collected in May, 1982 and has
not yet been statistically analyzed. There are trends in the raw ,

data, howeyer,`that appear to partially support the hypotheses. On
the standing broad jump test, the high expectancy group performed
better than the lok4 expectancy group (53.93 inches versus 47.7 inches).
In contiast, little4effect.was found for expectancy'on the sivup test.

Implications of Results: If-the findings stand up to statistical analysis,
the-results have important implications for test adMinistration. The
results would suggest that it would facilitate perforthance to provide
children with high expectations. However, at this point such a
suggestion must remain tentative.

Implications for'AISD: if the results indicate,that children's motor
performance can be influenced by expectanCies, the study would.suggest

. strongly that teachers pay close attention to the expectations that
they provide to children. Their behavior, both.verbal and non-
verbal, may be powerful determinants of their student's-level of per-
formance.
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EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ASSESSMENT PROJECT

Abstract

Magdalena Hernandez and Gary R. Hanson

Participating Schools: Johnston High School

L)escr_j_E_tion: Thepurpose of, this study.was to pilot-test.a
isurvey nstrument for.a state-wide assessment of the college plans

of collegebound high school students.

Description of Results: The revised survey instrument is attached
for your information. Data are being collected throughout the
state and a formal report will be available ins October, 1982.

Implications of Results: We hope to provide a broader bey, of under-
standing regarding what factors minority students use in making
their college plans.

Implications for AISD: Data should be most helpful for high school
counselors working with minori4 students planning for college.
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HIGH SCHOOL-PARKING -

DEMAND, ESTIMATION MODEL

AbStract

James M. &inn.

Participating Schools: All nine AISD high schools

Description of Study: This paper reports a University of Texas at Aus-
tin CE 377K term project, in which-the student used high school demo-
graphic statistics obtained through the Office of Research and Evalua-
tion and actual counts of parked cars in'a stepwise multiple regression
to estimate parking demand.

Description of Results: The parking demand estimation model proved ac-
curate, with apparent reliability of approximately 10% for a.90% con-
fidence interval, with number of seniors and percentage of low income .

students as independent variables.

for-AISD: If the model were further verified it might be
useful in!predicting needed parking,facilities for high'schools.
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.QUESTIONS USED BY TEACHERS OF HEARING IMPAIRED
STUDENTS DURING INFORMAL CONVERSATION

AbstraCt

.Laurie Nipper, M.A. -

Participating Schools: Reilly Elementary, Rosedale Elementary

Description, of Study: The purpose of this study is to describe the ques-
tions used by teachers of hearing impaired stddents during a 'news' period
or sharing time. Teachers of'students at two age/grade levels (5-7 years
and 10-12 years) were video-taped for twa 15 minute sessions while inter-
acting with their classes using simultaneous communication (speech, signs,
fingerspelling). Questions will be analyzed according to three variables
which have been reported to change in the speech of adults to younger vs.
older hearing children: increasing use of causal-temporal type questions
(why, when, how); increasing syntactic complexity through inclusion of
embedded and conjoined elements; and increasing lexical diversity as
measured by a type-token ratio. Possible differences in ety, functions of

teacher questions between the two groups will also be investigated.

Implications of Results: Descriptions_of the deaf child's linguistic
environment may ultimately help educators in at least two areas of study.
First, the language spoken to deaf children may be compared with that
spoken to hearing children at various ages in order to determine if and
how people adjust their normal language patterns to a hearing impaired
child. Second, the language spoken to deaf children may be compared to
the language actually used by deaf children. Such data may help,educa-
tors address the language deficit of deaf children in terms of the language
models available in the environment, and, particularly the teacher's model.
Prekiminary study in.these areas must begin with descriptions of.the
language spoken to deaf children.

.

Implications for AISD: Results,of this Study will provide descrii,tiona
Of teacher's questions directed to their deaf studenti at two 'age/grade
levels. Informatidn on teachers'' syntactic, lexical and functional
choices when questioning their students may help delineate aspects of
the linguistic environment which change with increasing age of students.
Results may also help identify future areas of study in teacher-ehild
interaction. Because the 'news' period is typically an integral part of
the day in classrooms for the deaf, information cdncerning the teacher's
questioning strategies will help describe the range of linguistic infor-
mation available to deaf students during this time.
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WAYS TO IMPROVE SCHOOLING AND EDUCATION

Abstract

David L. Williams, Jr., Ed.D. and A. L. King, Ph.D.

R82.17

Participating Schools: Selected AISD administriatois

Descri tion of Stud : This study focnses on (1) examination of court
orderd and mandated plans in the Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory six-state region to determine the extent to which they include
or omit instructionsjor educational programs and inservice education

-and (2) Comparison of these instructions with the Ways to Improve Edu-
cation in Desegregated Schools Process Model and Guidelines for Inservice
Education, Multicultural Education, and Desegregation.

Description of Results: (Documents have been collected, and interviewd

completed. The study will be completed in NoVember, 1982.)
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The Relationship Between Specific Programmatic Variables
and Child Progress Data for PreL-Schoolliandicapped Children

Abstract

Linda F. Pearl, M.S:.

Participating Schools.: The Austin Early-Childhood. SPecial Education
Program

Description of Study: The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship berWeen specific programmatic and child characteristics
-and the amount of shild progress made by pre-school handicapped students.
Program characteristics examined were the involvement of parents and
the interactions of the teachers: Child characteristics were I.Q.
score, severity of.handicap, socioeconomic status. Data was collected
from the educational records of the students and from teacher inter-
views.

Description of'Results: At present, the data for this study iS being'
collected. It is hoped that results will be available in September,
1982.
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CLUSTERING AND RECALL ABILITY OF THE
: HYDR6CEPHALIC AND NON-HYDROCEPHALIC.

, SPINA BIFIDA CHILD

AbstraCt

Yona Tesoriero, Ed.M:

Participating Schools: Wooten, Dawson, and BlantOn

Description of Study: The general intention of this project is to ex-
amine a sample of intellectually average spina. bifida hydrocephalic
children in order to ascertain if they have impaired learning. More
explicitly, relationships among categorical clustering and recall ability
and the effects of encoding Cues-and blocking 'Will.be explored in this
Population. The discussion will concern the relationship of this aspect
of cognitive ability and its iipplication to long-term memory to academic
achievement in the classroom.

1;lescription of Results: This study is still in ihe data collection stage.
Results will'be furnished at a later date.

Iniplications for---AISD: Pending the-tesults cl_the study, a presentation
.

mode to better assist the hydrocephalic spina bifida Child will be pre-
sented for use'by the teachers of AISD.
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A.STUDY OF SPECfAL EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY
ADMINISTRATIVE TASK RESPONSIBILITY PERCEPTIONS

OF AISD ADMINISTRATORS

Interim Report

Deborah Nance, M.A.

R82:21

Participating Schools: Administrators of all elementary, junior high,
and high schools, aS well as central office administrators in the Divi-
.sion of Instruction have been requested to participate in this study.

Description of Study: The purpose of the study.was to compare the per-
ceptions of local campus versus central office adminittrators, and
special education versus regular education administrators regarding
decision-making responsibility-for-various-special-education-'related
program components. A questionnaire was distributed to the AISD ad-
ministrators of the Division of Instruction, coded V location (i.e.
local or central office), program (i.e. regular or special education),
and level (i.e. elementarjf, secondary, all-level).

Description of Result's: Since the questionnaire was,disseminated during
the week of May 17, 1982, and many responses were received as.late as
June 4, 1982, a data analysis and summary of findings has been delayed.
However, the following charts-indicate the level of response by location,
program, and level assignment.

Local

Cam us
Central
Office

Total

# Sent 139 122 261

# Rec'd 31 43 74

% 22.3 35.2 28.4

Regular Special Total
Education Education

# Sent 233 ,28 261

# Rec'd 61 13 74

..,

26.2 46.4 28.4
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Elem. Sec. All-Level Total

# Sent 117 105 39 261

# Rec'd 37 23 14 74

. 31.6 21.9 35.9 28.4

The responses are-currently being coded for analysis, and a final report
will be forthcoming. A feW tentative obsdrvaitons may be posed* however.
(1) Since there are frequent instances of multiple answers,- it May be
inferred that several special education administrative tasks are seen to
be the joint responsibility of.tWo more special and regular edudation
poSitions.- (2) There is a wide s'catter of responses for most items,
i.e.. very few 'respondents perceive that, the tasks described are mainlY
assigned to one specific position, and/orthat responsibility for the
task is clearly delineated.

ImplidationS for AISD: When the item analysisjs complete, it should .

indicate whether there is a general contenS-us among administrators as
to which administratiNie position is presently resppnsible for -decision-
making regarding each task described, and also which position should
have that respOnsibility. If there is a significant discrepancy in re-
sponses, a need .thr organizational role clarification may be indicated
so that AISD personnel may.more readily acceSS the -services related to
the Special education prOgram components desdribed in the questionnaire.

4143
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